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Despite anecdotal evidence that residence hall staff are involved in the intrusive
delivery of early warning academic intervention programs, little literature exists that
defines these programs or the role of residence life staff in their delivery. Understanding
the existence of such programs and the involvement of residence life staff is important in
developing collaborative efforts between student and academic affairs aimed at
promoting student success.
A national on-line survey of senior housing officers was utilized in this research.
Results identified that early warning programs existed at 187 (67.3%) of the 278
responding institutions. Of those, 119 institutions (63.6%) utilized residence life staff in
their implementation. The core aspects of programs with residence life staff involvement
are identified as are the strategies used for interacting with students. Results indicate
programs with residence life staff involvement are more likely to provide direct and
meaningful interactions with residents.
Assessment strategies and successes reported from such programs are revealed.
Senior housing officers report the greatest success was an enhanced sense of
collaboration between student and academic affairs. Key barriers related to the
implementation of such programs are reported for institutions with programs in place as

well as for institutions without such programs. Programs with residence life staff
involvement report the fewest barriers to program implementation. Finally, similarities
and differences in programs are explored between groups of public and private
institutions, institutions of small, medium, and large undergraduate enrollment, and
institutions of small, medium, and large housing occupancies. Few differences were
found when examining such differences.
Results provide a description and deeper understanding of early warning midterm
academic intervention programs in use at various residential institutions across the United
States. Such findings provide a foundation for the literature base and continued research
concerning the role of residence life staff in such programs.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
Student retention is one of the most widely studied areas of higher education, yet
the rate of attrition has remained relatively high and unchanged (Tinto, 2006).
Nationwide, nearly one-third of freshmen do not return to school the following year, and
at open enrollment institutions the rate of departure is nearly 50% (Berger & Lyon, 2005;
Stratton, O'Toole, & Wetzel, 2004). The effort to recruit new students is strongly
emphasized but the lack of effort to provide academic and social support once these
students have enrolled has had a devastating effect on retention. The financial strain
attributed to attrition is extensive, not to mention the loss to students (Educational Policy
Institute [EPI], 2007; Kennedy & Sheckley, 1999). Universities with high attrition rates
face substantial loss of tuition, fees, and potential alumni contributions while currently
enrolled students obviously face negative consequences as well (DeBerard, Spielmans, &
Julka, 2004).
Although the benefits of retention are many, the financial impact is one that draws
a great deal of attention. As the environment of higher education changes, resources
diminish, and this has lead to a heightened focus on student retention and success (Tinto,
2006). At four year institutions, any first-year student who decides to drop out in the first
year will affect the subsequent three years for his/her designated class. A first-year
student accepted into a four-year program who withdraws during that first year reduces
the size of the cohort throughout the remaining three years of the program. That empty
seat has a negative fiscal impact on the institution in the form of lost revenue from tuition
and fees in each of the second, third and fourth years of that program.
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Focusing on retention of students from the onset of their higher education
academic career is vital. Research indicates that students who earn good grades during
their first term are more likely to persist to graduation than students who do not achieve
this initial success (EPI, 2007; Pantages & Creedan, 1978; Seymour, 1993; Williford &
Schaller, 2005). Students develop the foundation of their grade point average during their
first year for their overall college experience (EPI). Indeed, students' decisions to stay or
leave college are more strongly correlated with academic performance during the first
year than with any pre-enrollment characteristics such as high school grade point average
or ACT score (ACT, 2007; Pascarella & Chapman, 1983). This is further supported by
findings of an association between higher first semester grade point average and a shorter
time to graduation (Goldman & Gillis, 1989; Young, 1982). Students are also more likely
to drop out when they perceive poor grades to be indicative of a decline in their academic
ability, especially when compared to the grades attained in high school (ACT, 2008;
Getzlaf, Sedlacek, Kearney, & Blackwell, 1984). These findings promote the concept of
providing support services early on and then throughout the initial year of college.
Retention is influenced much more by institutional behavior than by student
characteristics, which makes the opportunity for change and the potential for
improvement much higher for institutions (Tinto, 1987). Gardner (1981) demonstrated
more than twenty five years ago that institutions of higher education would need to
change "if they (were) to survive as anything resembling their present form" (p. 79).
Historically, institutions have viewed student attrition as a reflection of students' poor
skills and motivation. Students who drop out are thought less able to succeed, a
phenomenon Tinto (2006) refers to as blaming the victim. Fortunately Tinto further

explains that this view has begun to change as the focus of attrition has shifted to take
into account the role of the college environment on students' decisions to stay or leave.
Yet, continued research is needed as institutions struggle to retain even larger numbers of
their students.
Statement of the Problem
Higher education has traditionally organized itself into academic affairs and
student affairs, often creating a dichotomy, or compartmentalization, between inside
(cognitive) and outside (affective) classroom activities (Boyer, 1987). This dichotomy
has little relevance to life after college where the quality of contribution to job, family
and other pursuits is dependent on both cognitive and affective skills. Research shows
that the impact of an institution's academic program is mediated by what happens outside
the classroom (American College Personnel Association [ACPA], 1996). It is widely
accepted that student affairs professionals are educators who share responsibility with
faculty, academic administrators, other staff, and students themselves for creating the
conditions under which students are likely to exert time and energy in educationallypurposeful activities (ACPA). To overcome the compartmentalization of academic and
student affairs the two groups must develop collaborative partnerships that promote
student learning. "Innovations are more effective and influence more students when they
are spread horizontally to different areas and across organizational boundaries such as
collaborations between academic and student affairs to develop...early alert systems"
(Kuh, 2005, p. 225).
Academic early alert systems are tools utilized in integrated efforts to help
students succeed. These systems offer students assistance by informing them of failing
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midterm grades and are an excellent example of a successful partnership between student
and academic affairs. The concept is for students to recognize their shortfall in grades
with adequate time to affect positive change on their final grades. Over 60% of United
States institutions utilize some sort of early alert system (Barefoot, 2002). However,
many such programs are passive in nature, comprised of simply sending a message
alerting the student of the failing grade. This has shown to be an ineffective means for
affecting positive change (Dietsche, 2007; Friedlander, 1980). Other shortfalls of early
alert systems include lack of faculty participation in reporting midterm grades, lack of
student responsiveness to warnings, and lack of timeliness in providing the warning
indication to the student that would permit a response to affect the final grade (Cuseo,
2004; Friedlander).
Residence life professionals are well suited to partner with academics in the
delivery of such early alert systems. Within student affairs, residence hall environments
have long been recognized as a critical component of understanding student cultures
(Coleman, 1966; Kuh & Hall, 1993; Upcraft & Schuh, 1996). The residence halls are
seen as one of the most effective means in engaging students (Boyer, 1987). By the
nature of the residence hall staff living among the students, such staff are integral in the
delivery of cocurricular instruction. The residence life administrators interact with
students during a significant portion of their time on campus. Through such interactions,
meaningful relationships are formed (Boyer).
It is not uncommon for residence hall staff to function outside of the residence
halls or even outside the traditional roles of the division of student affairs. These roles
include teaching freshman seminar or other courses, providing academic advising,
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developing and implementing educational and social programming, and serving as
campus conduct officers in educative service to students. The specific practice of
residence life staff intervening in an advisory capacity to students with academic
concerns, while commonly known to exist among practitioners, has not been widely
studied or documented. In a comparison review of collaborative efforts between
academic and student affairs, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) cited no literature focused
on residence life programs partnering with academics in fulfilling the academic mission
of the university. It has been shown that the campus community outside the division of
student affairs rarely understands or appreciates the educational component of living in
the residence halls (Rong & Gable, 1999). This illustrates the need for research on the
role residence life professionals can and do play in fulfilling the educational mission of
the university.
Research Questions
As the researcher, a director of Housing and Residence Life at a Midwest
university, I have personal knowledge that the particular practice of residence hall staff
providing intrusive academic intervention (i.e., early alert) based on failing midterm
grades, has existed for a number of years in this university and elsewhere across the
country. For these purposes, intrusive intervention is defined as meeting with the student
in his or her environment rather than waiting for the student to accept a passive invitation
to meet. Although such programs have existed for a number of years, no research
regarding such programs could be found despite an extensive literature review search.
Therefore, the purpose of this study is to identify the extent to which such strategies exist
within residence halls across U.S. public and private residential universities, and to
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identify the ways in which various programs are defined and operate. Specific research
questions for this study are as follows:
1. To what extent do U.S. universities offer some type of early warning midterm
academic intervention utilizing their residence life professionals?
2. What are the core aspects of such programs, and what specific strategies are
used with the students?
3. What successes are being reported for such programs?
4. What key barriers related to the implementation of such programs are being
reported for (a) institutions that have such programs in place and (b) institutions
that do not have such programs in place?
5. What are the differences in such programs and related issues when broken
down by public and private institutions, various enrollments, and housing
occupancies?
The population for this study included all senior housing officer members located
in the United States within the Association of College and University Housing OfficersInternational (ACUHO-I). Email addresses for the senior housing officers of member
institutions are made available to members conducting relevant research in the field of
student housing as approved by the chair of ACUHO-I Commissioned Research. The
sample size was 733 senior housing officers who were invited to participate in an on-line
survey regarding the issues raised in the research questions.
This study is of importance to several constituents. First, as residence hall staff
strive to meet the needs of students outside the classroom, this study defines one way that
some institutions provide direct support for students' academic efforts. Faculty, who
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provide midterm grades and other indicators of poor performance, can be exposed to the
commitment and effort of residence hall staff who strive to partner with them for student
success. Partnerships can be encouraged through exposure to the review of literature that
clearly defines the importance of collaboration between academic and student affairs. The
findings of this study are of importance to the administrative leadership of student and
academic affairs for the purpose of encouraging and supporting cross divisional
collaboration aimed at student success and therefore retention to the university. The
findings of this study help define this type of program and aid in replicating this
meaningful outreach for student success.
Conceptual Framework
Despite the lack of specific literature and previous research on the involvement of
residence hall staff in early warning midterm academic intervention programs, it is
important to illustrate how this research builds upon what we know about various issues
related to this topic. Figure 1 offers a visual of a conceptual frame illustrating important
pieces of what we know and what we do not know about this issue.
The figure begins by illustrating research that demonstrates the importance of
collaboration between academic and student affairs. Institutions that have demonstrated
success in student retention have been identified as those with connections and
collaborative programs between student and academic affairs. The shared sense of
responsibility for student success creates a return to the holistic approach to student
learning and development (Boyer, 1987; EPI, 2007; Kuh, 2005; Terenzini & Pascarella,
1994;Tinto, 1987, 1993).
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The conceptual frame continues by demonstrating the distinction of stereotypical
foci differences on student learning between academic and student affairs. Academic
affairs often focuses on inside the classroom learning or cognitive development (Banta &
Kuh, 1998; Eimers, 1999). Student affairs, including residence hall staff, often focuses on
outside the classroom learning or affect development (ACE, 1989; Astin, 1993;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 2006). While academic and student affairs are
considered to typically operate in support of learning in different ways, collaborative
programs between student and academic affairs, which were the model of early American
Higher Education, have reemerged over the past twenty five years (ACPA, 1996; Boyer,
1987; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).
For example, residence hall staff, by the very nature of living among the students,
are uniquely situated to get to know residents quite well and develop a more global view
of student lifestyles than faculty may with just inside-the-classroom experiences (Astin,
1984; Pascarella, 1985). The relationship formed between residence hall staff and their
residents provides a strong basis of familiarity which is useful for residence hall staff
assisting residents with early warning midterm academic interventions (Boyer, 1987;
Engstrom & Tinto, 1997; Palmer, Broido, & Campbell, 2008; Rong & Gable, 1999). In
addition to providing formal classroom instruction, academic and student affairs also
provide support services for students (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). For example,
faculty may utilize early alert warning systems to help students realize they are earning
poor midterm grades (Barefoot, 2002; Cuseo, 2003c; Kuh, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini;
Whitt, 2005).
Previous research also tells us certain types of barriers can exist that stand in the

Retention research demonstrates need for
collaboration between student and academic affairs
(Boyer, 1987; EPI, 2007; Terenzini & Pascarella,
1994;Tinto, 1987,1993).

Student affairs work: outside the
classroom learning "Affect"
(ACE, 1989; Astin, 1993;Pascaerlla
& Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 2006).

Academic affairs work: inside the
classroom learning "Cognitive"
(Banta & Kuh, 1998; Eimers, 1999).
Barriers exist
which
negatively
effect
successful
collaboration
between
academic
and student
affairs (Kuh
& Banta,
2000;
Magolda,
2005).

Residence hall staff interact with
students for many hours every
day in support of inside the
classroom learning (Boyer, 1987;
Engstrom & Tinto, 1997; Palmer,
Broido, & Campbell, 2008; Rong
& Gable, 1999).

Despite barriers certain schools
demonstrate successful partnerships
are possible, important and effective
(ACPA, 1996; EPI, 2007; Kinzie &
Kuh, 2004; Reinarz, 2000).

i

r

MISSING RESEARCH
- We know :
Hall Staff provide Early
Warning Midterm
Academic Intervention.
- We don't know:
How many schools?
Components of programs?
What are the successes?
What are the barriers?

Figure 1. Conceptual frame diagram.

Early alert programs promote
student success (Barefoot, 2002;
Cuseo, 2003c; Kuh, 2005;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005;
Whitt, 2005).
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way of academic and student affairs collaborating for student success. Barriers include
academic and student affairs lacking an understanding of each others' roles, a lack of
understanding of the benefit of collaboration, and a lack of resources available for
collaborative programs (Kuh & Banta, 2000; Magolda, 2005).
Despite various barriers, certain schools demonstrate that partnerships between
academic and student affairs are not only possible but are important to the holistic
development of students. One common characteristic present in such institutions with
higher than predicted levels of student engagement and graduation rates was a shared
sense of responsibility across divisions for educational quality and student success
(Kinzie & Kuh, 2004). Institutions that overcome the barriers to collaborate realize the
outcomes: greater retention, student success, etc. These institutions demonstrate that
collaborative partnerships are possible, important, and effective (ACPA, 1996; EPI, 2007;
Kinzie & Kuh; Reinarz, 2000). Residence hall staff involvement in early warning
midterm academic interventions is one example of possible partnerships between
academic and student affairs.
Finally, the conceptual frame illustration depicts what we do not know, at least
not through a systematic collection of data. Despite anecdotal evidence gathered through
personal observation and conversation with colleagues regarding residence hall staff
involved in the intrusive delivery of academic midterm warnings, little to no literature
exists that defines these programs. The conceptual frame illustrates the need for defining
the program of residence hall staff involvement in the delivery of such programs as a
possible effective collaboration between academic and student affairs aimed at student
success. This research identifies the way many schools in the United States utilize such a

11
program, the components of active programs, and the successes of such active programs.
The research also discerns barriers associated with such early warning midterm academic
intervention programs.
Chapter I Summary
Retention is a vital component of higher education for myriad reasons. Financial
survival rests on an institution's ability to see students through to graduation. The impact
of retention on institutions is felt in class size, graduation rates and very much in fiscal
viability. While historically institutions of higher education have focused on the
development of the whole student, Boyer (1987) described how the compartmentalization
of colleges' and universities' functions led to a functional separation of academic and
student affairs. By recognizing the interconnectedness and shared mission of the two,
collaborative programs are necessary for student success. Such programs are good for the
institution and the students they serve.
Within student affairs, residence hall staff are student affairs professionals who
spend the predominance of their professional and personal hours living among students.
In doing so, they form significant relationships whereby they know the students better
than most other constituents of campus. Utilizing this relationship, residence life
professionals are positioned to be directly impactful in providing the academic early alert
midterm intervention programs. No formal research on their role within this important
undertaking could be found. Therefore, there was a need to systematically collect data to
help define what is happening with such programs and to help fill a knowledge gap both
for research and practitioner reasons.
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In the following chapter, a review of the literature demonstrates the importance of
collaborative efforts aimed at student success and what research is known to date about
such efforts.

13
CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
Traditionally, the review of literature chapter for dissertation research involves a
deep look at previous research related to the topic being investigated (as well as related
topics). This helps the reader understand what is already known about a given topic and
how the dissertation research will extend the body of knowledge. In this case, as
mentioned in chapter I, no research could be found that specifically examines early alert
systems utilizing residence hall staff to provide interventions. This is despite knowing
that my own institution, as well as other institutions in the United States, utilize such a
system (as ascertained through my professional contacts with other residence life
administrators). With a lack of previous study in this area there was a need to
systematically collect data to establish some baseline research on these types of
programs. Given this, the information provided within chapter II summarizes relevant
research known about retention and the need for collaboration between student and
academic affairs to address this issue.
This chapter begins with a review of Tinto's work on retention and those factors
known to be important in retaining students in college. What follows is a historical look
at the development of traditional student affairs roles as part of higher education focusing
on the whole student, and the birth of today's contemporary model from such conceptual
beginnings. One factor in particular is emphasized; the collaboration of academic affairs
with other constituents on campus to partner in student success. Boyer (1987) discusses
the importance of breaking down traditional silos of responsibility on the college campus
to expose the detailed roles student and academic affairs can play in collaborating for
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student success. Kuh and Banta (2000) identify specific categories of barriers to
collaboration between disciplines and provide means for overcoming these obstacles.
Understanding the importance of student and academic affairs collaboration and the
barriers than can lead to specific programs being developed helps to build an
understanding of residence hall staff partnering with academic affairs for the delivery of
academic midterm intervention.
Next, the review of the literature focuses on learning that occurs outside the
classroom. Traditionally, outside the classroom learning has received little study but
represents considerable potential for increasing student learning. Institutions that
transcend traditional role boundaries are successful in fostering student learning outside
the classroom (Rudolph, 1990). Student affairs staff are more successful in promoting
learning outside the classroom when they partner with faculty to help students make the
connection between inside and outside the classroom learning (Kuh, Douglass, Lund, &
Raymin-Gyurnik, 1994). The influence of faculty involvement outside the classroom
cannot be underestimated. Again, this information is important to legitimize the role of
residence hall staff working with academic affairs to provide an intervention for those
students at risk of academic failure.
Studies show that students who take advantage of academic support services
realize greater success than those who do not (Williford & Schaller, 2005). Despite this
success however, student use of support services has been found to be relatively low
(Dietsche, 2007; Friedlander, 1980). Furthermore, passive support services can be
ineffective in reaching students. Programs intrusive in nature and offered early in the
academic career are more successful at reaching students. The literature demonstrates the
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importance of utilizing student affairs staff, including residence hall staff, to engage
students outside the classroom.
The literature review concludes with a summary of early alert programs and
midterm grade reporting. With an understanding of the barriers that can exist between
student and academic affairs, the specific challenges to a specific program involving
residence hall staff is explored. While widely used across the country, such programs
have challenges to be addressed before their successes can be fully realized. By taking
the steps to address the challenges, these programs can be very successful in helping
students succeed. By the very nature of their connections with students, residence hall
staff involvement in the delivery of intrusive early alert programs is ideal for student
success. The conclusion demonstrates that very little has been written of this partnership
illustrating the importance for this study.
Retention
"Colleges and universities.. .may pursue three major goals that are consistent and
mutually reinforcing: quality education, student development, and retention of students"
(Stodt, 1987a, p. 5). Vincent Tinto (1990) is widely respected as an authority on college
student retention. Tinto describes that while individual programs may vary considerably
in their action, there are a few similarities in successful retention programs.
The first is the principle of community. Institutions successful in this regard reach
out and make contact with their students. Such endeavors result in personal contact
between students and the faculty and staff of the institution. Astin (1984) identified
student involvement, defined as the quantity and quality of the physical and
psychological energy the student invests in the college experience, as a key to student
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persistence in college. The investment can occur through immersion in coursework,
participation in extracurricular activities or interactions with faculty. The most rewarding
contact has been identified as that which occurs with the faculty outside the classroom
(Stodt, 1987). The informal contact with faculty outside the classroom has a positive
effect on cognitive and social growth as well as intellectual gains and ultimately retention
(EPI, 2007; Endo & Harpel, 1982). The frequency and perceived worth of interaction
with faculty, especially outside the classroom, is the single strongest predictor of student
voluntary departure (Tinto, 1990).
The second similarity is the institutional commitment to students (Tinto, 1990).
Faculty and staff engaged in successful retention efforts continually ask themselves how
their interactions are in service to the welfare of students. The responsibility of
committing to this ideal is shared across campus. "It is not the province of specific
programs or of designated program staff, but it is the responsibility of all members of the
institution, faculty and staff alike" (Tinto, p. 37). The specific programs are not as
important as the underlying motivation of faculty and staff serving students in successful
programs. The commitment to students is reciprocated in a sense of commitment from the
students to the institution. Unfortunately, all too often the sole responsibility for retention
falls into the hands of student affairs. However, Tinto points out that the actions of the
faculty, more than staff acting alone, determine successful institutional retention efforts.
The third characteristic of institutions with successful retention efforts is the
concern that extends beyond retention and focuses on the larger goal of teaching students
(Tinto, 1990). Commitment to education as the primary goal is the factor that stands out
in successful programs. It is the social and intellectual growth of students that is the mark
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of effective retention efforts. Tinto explains "The quality of faculty teaching and the
nature and extent of faculty contact with students, both inside and outside the classroom,
prove to be independent predictors not only of student persistence but also of student
learning gains" (p. 39).
Tinto's work discusses at length the importance of students making a connection
to college during their first six months. Students making connections can be viewed in
three stages, with these stages described in terms similar to Van Gennep's work (1960)
regarding rites of passage for membership in tribal societies. In Tinto's comparison, the
successful connection to the college community occurs through three stages: separation,
transition and incorporation.
Separation is characterized by the student separating from past associations to
form new relationships (Tinto, 1988). Passage through this stage is evident through
increasingly infrequent association with past groups. For example, as the student
experiences life at college and becomes more involved, there would be less association
with previous high school friends and even family.
The second stage, transition, is characterized by the student interacting in new
ways with new peers (Tinto, 1988). It is during this time that the student gains the
knowledge and skills to perform her or his specific role in the new group.
The third phase is incorporation. Tinto (1988) describes this as taking on new
behaviors with members of the new group and establishing a place amongst the new
group members. Although the students may maintain contact with past associations, they
interact with past associates from the context of being a member of the new group.
Transition through this stage completes their movement from the past group to full
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integration into the new group. When the new group is viewed as the college community,
interactions with many different groups within the larger college community are
important. Students must establish contact with peers of course, but also with other
members of the institution, including faculty. "Failure (to form these relationships) may
lead to the absence of integration and to its associated sense of isolation... and departure
from college" (Tinto, p. 446).
Unlike tribal societies where rituals and ceremonies mark the passage through
developmental stages, college contacts are not always assured (Tinto, 1988). Colleges
and universities incorporate programs such as orientation to help new students connect in
their new environment, but these programs are often short lived, if not merely ceremonial
in character, and do not provide for the sorts of extended contact needed for the
establishment of community membership. First contact programs are often more
successful through social Greek associations, residence hall associations, student unions,
frequent faculty and visiting scholar series, extracurricular programs and intramural
athletics (Tinto). However, these programs do not reach out to all students and not all
students are equipped with the skills needed to largely forge their way through early
college life having left the familiarity of family and high school life behind.
To combat losing students during this critical time, Tinto (1988) describes the
importance of an early and sustained initial effort to help students connect to college.
Astin (1984) demonstrates that universities must promote heavy involvement in some
college activity to promote the connection to the institution. Astin identifies that the
activity can be anything that brings students to campus often, keeps them on campus and
connects them with others who have similar interests. The first year, especially the first
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semester, is critical to students' eventual persistence to degree completion. The notion of
"front-loading" institutional action is, in this view, an appropriate strategy to promote
connections and reduce the early incidence of student departure. Examples include
intensive social programming through the first weeks of classes and beyond and
orientation programs that span many weeks, if not the entire semester, which stress
contact and mentorship during this time.
A number of scholars have challenged Tinto's work. For example, Brower (1992)
argued that Tinto's model falls short of gathering the whole picture of student success
since Tinto's research gathered information as to the extent students agreed with a set of
goals, values and ideals. Brower suggests this measures conformity rather than
integration into the community. Brower further indicates student performance is
dependant on how students establish a niche in the university based in part on their own
perceptions, goals, choices, and actions. This argument instills the concept that different
students pursue different outcomes based on their individual goals. The relationship is
dynamic in which the student chooses his/her own path, which is shaped by opportunities
within the institution. The success a student feels is an interaction with his/her chosen
path and with what a student wants to do and what he/she actually does. Brower asserts
that Tinto's concept of integration is defined as the student developing ways to pursue
one's chosen goals and tasks within one's college environment.
Braxton, Hirschy and McClendon (2004) have challenged that while Tinto's
theory has achieved paradigmatic status, it should be considered only a middle-range
theory. A theory with paradigmatic range, or a grand theory according to Merton (1968),
is used to explain a wide range of phenomena, while a middle-range theory explains a
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limited range of phenomena. Braxton, et al. argue that Tinto's work is useful for
explaining student departure from residential colleges but falls short in adequately
accounting for departure from commuter institutions. Instead, in their study Braxton et
al. described residential colleges as those who do more than simply provide on-campus
housing. Any institution which infuses community outside the classroom into the culture
of the college creates a residential feel. Two and four year commuter institutions, for
example, would generally not fall into the residential campus environment. Braxton et al.
therefore challenge Tinto's work in several aspects, and their research on Tinto's theory
suggests that the focus should be applied to residential campuses only.
Tinto's theory (1993), however challenged, has established the foundation of
retention study as "more students leave their college prior to degree completion than
stay" (p. 1). This has prompted institutions to devote a great deal of attention to retention.
The ultimate goal should be on learning, however, not solely retention. Tinto reflects that
experiences in college influence retention where decisions to withdraw are based more on
what occurs once classes begin than prior to the onset of the academic year. Finally, the
main premise of Tinto's work describes:
If there is a secret to successful retention, it lies in the willingness of
institutions to involve themselves in the social and intellectual
development of their students. That involvement and the commitment to
students it reflects is the primary source of students' commitment to the
institution and of their involvement in their own learning, (p. 6)
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Collaboration between Student and Academic Affairs
In a national study of institutions with higher than predicted engagement and
graduation rates, it was found that sharing responsibility for student success is an
important component for success (Kinzie & Kuh, 2004). The team members of a project
entitled Documenting Effective Educational Practice (DEEP) found that one
characteristic present in each of the successful institutions studied was the widely shared
sense of responsibility for educational quality and student success. There were four
conditions that stood out within the context of this shared responsibility: leadership;
partnerships between academic and student affairs personnel; student agency, defined as
the shifting of responsibility for the student experience to the students; and what the team
defined as the "power of one" (Kinzie & Kuh, 2004).
The student affairs professionals at the DEEP institutions consistently worked in
collaborative partnerships with faculty members in the fulfillment of their duties.
Consistent amongst the constituents of these partnerships was a sense of mutual respect
between faculty, academic administration, and student affairs. The common ground of the
successful relationships was a shared sense of purpose, understanding of goals, and
operating principles. This shared responsibility and mutual respect created a good
working partnership from which students were empowered to share in the responsibility
for their successes (Kinzie & Kuh, 2004). Terenzini and Pascarella (1994) illustrated the
importance of collaboration between academic and student affairs:
Organizationally and operationally, we have lost sight of the forest. If
undergraduate education is to be enhanced, faculty members, joined by
academic and student affairs administrators, must devise ways to deliver
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undergraduate education that are as comprehensive and integrated as the
ways students actually learn. A whole new mindset is needed to capitalize
on the inter-relatedness of the in- and out-of-class influences on student
learning and functional interconnectedness of academic and student affairs
divisions, (p. 32)
Learning and personal development are more likely to be realized under certain
conditions such as active involvement and collaboration with others on learning tasks
(ACPA, 1996). Environments can be intentionally designed to promote student learning.
For example, students learn more when faculty use effective teaching techniques and
arrange classroom space to promote interaction and collaboration. Similarly, students
learn more when student affairs staff discourage students from spending time and energy
on non-productive pursuits, and encourage them to use institutional resources (e.g.,
libraries, student organizations, laboratories, studios), to employ effective learning
strategies (e.g., study time, peer tutors), and to participate in community governance and
other educationally-purposeful activities (ACPA).
The Student Learning Imperative was developed in 1994 by the American
College Personnel Association (ACPA). The basis of the document was a study of
teaching and learning with recommendations for change. Paramount in the outcome was
the call for a paradigm shift from a focus on teaching to a focus on student learning.
Among the recommendations was a call for student affairs administrators to work
collaboratively with students, faculty, academic administrators and others to create
seamless learning environments across campus (ACPA 1994).
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Using the tenets of the Student Learning Imperative, Kuh (1996) developed six
principles to guide institutions integrating the curriculum and co-curriculum into a
seamless learning environment. The common element in each of the six principles is
campus-wide collaboration. This point is illustrated in the research by Brazzell (2001)
who noted in her study of historically minority-serving institutions that the common
thread in student success is a reported larger sense of community at the institution. A few
other examples of faculty and student affairs collaboration include team teaching
University 101 courses, first year experience/freshman interest groups/faculty fellows
programs, new student orientation, outcomes assessment and service learning (Kellogg,
1999).
Service learning is the pedagogical strategy that encourages students to make
meaningful connections between content in the classroom and real-life experiences.
Engstrom and Tinto (1997) assert that the only way service learning is going to fulfill its
promise is for faculty and student affairs to work together. In another example from
discussions of effective types of academic advisors, Reinarz (2000) asserts that no single
advisor type can deliver effective advising to an ever diversifying student body. The most
effective model calls for a delivery model that draws together the strengths of multiple
advisor types. The author demonstrates that a national movement toward this type of
advising is currently underway. These are only two examples of many that demonstrate
the most effective outreach to students occurs through collaboration across department
and divisional lines. A review of its historical perspectives will further discuss the role of
student affairs.
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Historical Perspective of Student Affairs
To best understand the historical perspective of how student affairs came to be, it
is important to examine the natural role student affairs professionals serve in
collaborative support of a university's academic mission. By tracing the role of student
affairs functions through time, it is demonstrated that the concept of student affairs
providing academic support to students is actually a return to the roots of the holistic
approach to student success.
The focus on developing the whole student was an integral part of early higher
education. From the middle ages until the beginning of the nineteenth century, European
and subsequently early American higher education focused as much on the social, moral,
and religious development of students as on their intellectual growth. The early American
college was heavily values oriented, with the president serving as the chief moral font
(Rhatigan, 2000). With the rise of the German research-centered university in the early
nineteenth century, the shift in focus was from the whole student to a centering on
intellectualism. As the American university developed, the prosecution of scientific
research and the stimulation of the intellectual development of students became the
dominant emphasis (American Council on Education [ACE], 1989). The concern for the
development of spiritual, social, and personal development was shunted aside in
universities and most colleges. It was not until after the turn of the twentieth century that
the focus of higher education returned to the development of the whole student as a key
focus (ACE).
With the end of the Second World War, colleges and universities in the United
States were inundated with students. Many of these students were servicemen returning
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from the war who brought with them high expectations for their education. The
movement toward educating the whole student was part of an increasing effort to develop
and maintain a more personal and individual relationship with students. Roberts (1998)
proposed that the focus on student learning had long been central to higher education and
embedded in how students were to be treated, but a lack of awareness and understanding
of the student-centered philosophy lead to its decline in practice.
The concept of student affairs as a necessary structure of higher education
evolved from modern psychology, sociology, cultural anthropology, and education
research regarding the task of aiding students to develop fully in the college environment
(ACE, 1989). This philosophy dictates a responsibility for institutions to develop
students, promoting an enlightened belief in democracy, a matured understanding of its
problems and methods, and a deep sense of responsibility for individual and collective
action to achieve its goals (ACE). Blake (1979) states "a good student affairs program is
planned, it does not just happen, it is planned so as to be intensively educational and to
integrate its offerings closely with the curricular goals of the institution" (p. 282).
However, providing specific support services aimed at promoting student success can
become too specialized. Schroeder, Minor, and Tarkow (1999) found that institutions
have become too complex, in part due to addressing complexities with specialization.
This specialization resulted in organizations becoming increasingly fragmented and
ineffective in collaborating for student success.
The achievement of the curricular goals requires the cooperative and integrated
functioning of classroom and extracurricular activities, with the growth and development
of the student as the focal point of all that is implied in the educational process (EPI,
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2007). Everyone on campus, from the students to the president, participates in some
phase of the student personnel program. In their study of DEEP colleges and universities,
Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh and Whitt (2005) identified key components of student success as
purposeful and comprehensive leadership. Leading this concept were visionary presidents
whose perspectives on student development and institutional responsibilities for student
success were holistic. These presidents promoted learning environments that combined
"high academic challenge with commensurate support" (p. 51).
McCuskey (2005) illustrates in a work by two major student affairs professional
organizations, the American College Personnel Association (ACPA) and the National
Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA), that student development
theory and student learning are of the same construct. Student affairs administrators took
this observation to task, and a commitment to place learning at the forefront of outside
the classroom activity was born.
One outcome from this emphasis was ACPA's development of The Student
Learning Imperative (1996) which clearly outlines this emphasis:
(The) implication for student affairs (is) that the key to enhancing learning
and personal development is not simply for faculty to teach more and
better, but also to create conditions that motivate and inspire students to
devote time and energy to educationally purposeful activities, both inside
and outside the classroom, (p. 1)
This requires student affairs practitioners to form partnerships with students, faculty,
academic administrators, and others to help all students.
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The nature of student personnel work is such that certain aspects of most activities
involve the interrelationship of a number of individuals in varying ways. Some functions
will require specifically trained personnel; however, this does not necessitate that each
function needs to be organized in a separate department or assigned to a different
individual or that each department or individual has a monopolistic control over its
special functions. Decentralization of functions, as opposed to centralization in one
person or one department, actually may increase the direct effectiveness of these services
to students, provided that coordination produces the exchange of information and leads to
the avoidance of conflict of services (ACE, 1989).
This validation of the importance of the partnerships is further illustrated through
several pivotal documents authored by student affairs professional associations. In 2002, a
panel convened by the Association of American Colleges and Universities (AACU) released
Greater Expectations. The report called for improvements in the quality of student learning
and challenged higher education to integrate traditionally disparate elements of the
curriculum. The challenge for educators in the co-curriculum was clear. The educational
experience called for in Greater Expectations would require the partnership and
commitment of all campus educators, notably student affairs professionals, to integrate
learning both inside and outside the classroom. This work became the basis for student
affairs professional organizations responding to the challenge.
In 2004, ACPA with NASPA authored Learning Reconsidered which served to
reestablished and reaffirm the long-held belief that student affairs professionals provide an
equally vital role in the holistic education of students. Since its release, a companion
blueprint to guide the work of student affairs professionals intentionally enhancing student
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learning was created: Learning Reconsidered 2: A Practical Guide to Implementing a
Campus-Wide Focus on the Student Experience. This 2006 release was authored through the
collaboration of ACPA, the Association of College and University Housing Officers International (ACUHO-I), the Association of College Unions - International (ACUI), the
National Academic Advising Association (NACADA), the National Association for
Campus Activities (NACA), NASPA, and the National Intramural Recreational Sports
Association (NIRSA). The work provided a guide to implementing the concepts presented
in the pivotal Learning Reconsidered from the perspective of many different areas within
student affairs who partner to provide for the holistic outside-the-classroom education of
students.
The original Learning Reconsidered and the subsequent Learning Reconsidered 2
draw together and build upon previous works of the various associations that served as the
guiding tenets of various professions within student affairs. It has purposefully linked the
spirit of Greater Expectations with such documents as the aforementioned 1994 Student
Learning Imperative from ACPA. It has also connected with the 1997 ACPA and NASPA
document Principles of Good Practice and thel998 collaboration between the American
Association of Higher Education (AAHE), ACPA, and NASPA entitled Powerful
Partnerships: a Shared Responsibility for Learning. These documents provide the
theoretical foundation for the role of student affairs professionals as educators in partnership
with academics in the holistic education of students.
Student Affairs/Academic Affairs Isolation
The integration of student development theory and learning theory demonstrates
the power of the holistic approach to student success. In recognizing the role of student
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affairs in general, and the role of residence halls specifically, to be equal partners in
engaging students in the learning process, the role of residence halls and the outreach of
residence hall staff should be seen as vital to student success. Student affairs and
academic affairs staff must recognize the importance of looking outside the traditional
and institutional silos for the purpose of collaboration for student success. Staff within
student affairs who spend the most amount of time with students outside the classroom,
residence life staff specifically, should be recognized as a vital cross-divisional link to
fully supporting student success inside the classroom.
Boyer (1987) described how education had become too compartmentalized where
various campus departments and functions worked in silos rather than collaboratively
across campus. As a result, a great disconnect had occurred between the curriculum and
the co-curriculum. Boyer, former president of the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, valued connections and believed colleges and universities
could create a community of learning that would serve as a model for the nation.
Specifically he believed that "all parts of campus life—recruitment, orientation,
curriculum, teaching, residence hall living, and the rest—must relate to one another and
contribute to a sense of wholeness" (Boyer, p. 8). He noted that the traditional and
isolated role assignments of student affairs for students' social and emotional
development and academic affairs for the intellectual development were outdated.
Creating an environment conducive to collaboration, however, requires
continuous effort. Faculty and student affairs administrators learning of and developing
an appreciation for each other is important in developing relationships (Boyer, 1987).
Student affairs professionals must demonstrate the worthiness of their pursuits while at
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the same time seeing themselves as equal partners in the educational process (Magolda,
2005). While student affairs professionals can commonly agree to a standard set of
guiding principles, it can be very difficult to have faculty arrive at the same end. Eimers
(1999) states that faculty are often much more loosely coupled within universities and
even within departments at the same university than are their counterparts in other
divisions. It is not uncommon for faculty to consider their peer group to be colleagues of
similar disciplines at other schools more so than faculty from other departments on their
own campus. The faculty of an institution, to be successful in partnership with student
affairs, must strive to understand and appreciate the differences within their own ranks
before attempting to learn of the important role of student affairs in support of inside the
classroom learning. It is also important for other constituents to avoid assuming the
faculty share a common vision when forming relationships (Eimers). Successful
collaboration is a continuous effort requiring a strong commitment, communication, and
periodic reflection on the relationship.
Barriers to Collaboration
Fostering the environment for faculty and student affairs collaboration is a
continuous effort that faces barriers to success. By recognizing the barriers, institutional
effort can be made to overcome or remove the obstacles to ensure the most effective and
comprehensive approach to providing student support services, including residence hall
staff providing academic intervention. This requires a strong focus on the relationship
between student and academic affairs.
Engstrom and Tinto (1997) offer an example from Koliba, then interim director of
the Volunteer and Public Service Center of Georgetown University, who considered the
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relationship between faculty and student affairs to be strong but also in continual
negotiation. Koliba observed that the student affairs professional must envision his/her
role as an educator just as the faculty person must facilitate reflection, thereby
strengthening a pedagogy that promotes personal development. In this example, faculty
and student affairs professionals work as a team to secure institutional support and to
design and implement an ongoing faculty development program dedicated to promoting
service learning initiatives across the curriculum.
Traditionally, faculty are generally more attentive to knowledge acquisition and
intellectual growth where student affairs professionals have greater experience with
student development such as skills attainment, time management, decision making, and
cognitive processes, including moral reasoning (Banta & Kuh, 1998). Incorrect
perceptions and lack of knowledge about each other's jobs, alienating and confusing
jargon, increased specialization, and financial competition between faculty and student
affairs professionals has led to misunderstandings between these two groups (Kuh, et al,
1994; Love, 1995). The normative and traditional roles of faculty and student affairs
professionals are distinct. Generally, faculty do not function as student affairs
professionals and student affairs professionals generally do not function as faculty.
Student affairs professionals do however serve to provide academic support, although not
necessarily by their presence in the classroom (Engstrom & Tinto, 1997). True
collaboration and partnerships can only flourish when there is a commitment to a
common goal. There must be a common vision where the academic mission of the
university is preeminent. The student affairs professional must recognize his or her role
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as an educator in support to the academic mission (Hyman, 1995; McAuliffe, Huskey, &
Buchanan, 1989).
Successful partnerships between academic and student affairs are often born of
mutual need, mutual benefit, and equal parts in the partnership. Underlying the
relationship is an assumption that both academic and student affairs professionals serve in
an educational role (McAuliffe et al., 1989). Magolda (2005) observed that most student
and academic affairs collaborations are treated as managerial undertakings where there is
an underlying assumption that all such undertakings are worthwhile. Yet it is important to
formulate the reasons for the partnerships and to determine amongst the participants if the
venture has merit. Without asking the tough questions as to the merit of the undertaking,
the venture may not become a sustainable partnership that serves students well.
Magolda (2005) also suggests that it is common for student affairs professionals
to enter into collaborative partnerships with an assumption of a supporting role rather
than an equal partner in the venture. From his research, Magolda concludes that the most
successful programs are those where both sides are equal partners. "Too often in student
affairs-academic affairs partnerships, student affairs professionals have undervalued
themselves as experts.. .for collaborations to work, all partners must act as educational
connoisseurs and critics" (p. 19). To further support the relationship, both partners must
understand themselves. "Conventional wisdom suggests that faculty members do not
understand the work of student affairs, and vice versa. According to this view, the key to
successful partnerships is taking the time to learn about the other" (p. 19).
Magolda (2005) asserts that while academic and student affairs do not inherently
understand the culture of the other, and while immersion in trying to learn of and
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understand the other is very worthwhile, the true journey into the partnership is selfunderstanding. He argues that there is lack of self awareness that causes confusion in the
partnership:
Faculty generally coalesce around core values such as the generation and
dissemination of knowledge; autonomy rooted in academic freedom; and
collegiality. Student affairs professionals generally coalesce around core
values such as tending to students' multiple needs, respecting differences,
developing citizen leaders, and increasing students' self-awareness and
self direction, (p. 20)
While the differences may vary, they illustrate the fundamental differences that affect the
planning and implementing of collaboration efforts. Building an understanding between
the two cultures is a necessary first step to successful partnerships.
Striving to understand faculty as a homogeneous group of the university is a start
in developing strong partnerships. Eimers (1999) proposes that student affairs
professionals must also strive to understand the different disciplinary cultures among
faculty. Clark (1987) postulates that faculty have two main characteristics student affairs
partners should understand: faculty members' institutional affiliations and disciplinary
affiliations. Institutional affiliation is an indicator of the level of autonomy a faculty
person may enjoy. For instance, the autonomy of a community college professor would
differ greatly from that of a faculty member at a major research institution in what course
content to cover, how to grade, what research questions to pursue, and when to arrive
each day.
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Understanding institutional affiliation does little to help explain differences
among faculty at the same institution. Great variance can be present within the ranks of
the faculty ranging from mission to teaching style. For instance, it is not uncommon for a
faculty member's closest colleagues to reside at other institutions. "Faculty members
specifically and academic departments in general are loosely coupled and not as likely to
share a common vision as perhaps some student affairs departments are" (Eimers, 1999,
p. 22). This loose affiliation must be kept in mind when developing collaborative efforts
to avoid assuming faculty at the same institution communicate frequently, have similar
goals, or value undergraduate education equally. Faculty themselves should be cognizant
of these differences as well to heighten self-awareness and genuine contribution to
collaborative efforts (Eimers).
A further consideration in attempting to understand barriers for faculty is the
reward system in place for faculty involvement outside the classroom. Time spent outside
the classroom can be met with little or no benefit in terms of tenure and promotion which
can lead faculty to focus on those activities that will provide greater benefit for the
individual (Stodt, 1987b).
In a study of faculty, student affairs professionals, and assessment specialists, Kuh
and Banta (2000) identified three general categories of barriers to successful partnerships.
The first is identified as cultural-historical, involving norms, customs, values and
informal operating procedures that over time determine what people think and what they
do. The second category, bureaucratic-structural, refers to the organizational
arrangements and reward systems. The third category of obstacles refers to institutional
leadership.
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Cultural Historical Barriers
Illustrating the cultural-historical barrier, Blake (1996) posits that faculty consider
their courses, scholarly interests, and activities to be essential to student learning. The
student affairs perspective in contrast emphasizes the social contexts of learning. In this
view, participation in extracurricular activities is vital for the expected outcomes. As a
result, Kuh and Banta (2000) note, the two sides "speak different languages, have
somewhat different definitions of student success, and hold differing, though not
necessarily conflicting views" (p. 6). Faculty and student affairs professionals often differ
on the importance of systematic inquiry and assessment and the interpretation of resulting
data. Cultural-historical barriers include a basic lack of trust.
Questions of motives can be common when there is perceived or real competition
for resources. Territorialism and fighting for turf can result as either side acts in fear of
losing what are already scarce resources. Working from and toward common ground,
such as starting with the university mission, in a systematic approach, can assist in
overcoming these barriers (Banta & Kuh, 1998). Faculty and student affairs joining
together to plan collaborative measures can assist in overcoming cultural differences. By
sharing perspective and learning the others' approach, a greater understanding of the
other will occur (Kellogg, 1999).
Bureaucratic Structural Barriers
The reporting structure of academic and student affairs are usually through
different channels of authority and budgetary responsibility. While it is common for the
senior academic officer to be a member of the president's cabinet, it is not always as
frequent that the senior student affairs officer is as well. This can lead to even a self-
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imposed devalued role in collaborative partnerships (Kuh & Banta, 2000). Student affairs
and academic affairs alike generally tend to focus on their specific areas of responsibility
with a lack of awareness of events in other areas of the university. Day to day routines do
not call for, nor does time generally allow for, groups from different departments and
disciplines to get together for sharing such knowledge. Overcoming bureaucraticstructural barriers can begin by assembling groups of student affairs professionals with
faculty to plan as well as implement the joint ventures (Banta & Kuh, 1998). This is an
important aspect in building successful partnerships especially when considering the
opportunities afforded for faculty training.
Leadership Barriers
"Getting people to do different things, especially things for which they have little
training or experience, requires leadership from different levels and groups on campus"
(Kuh & Banta, 2000, p. 7). Senior leadership must delineate clear and consistent
expectations, along with the rationale regarding the benefits of collaboration, to foster
successful partnerships and provide a catalyst for overcoming leadership barriers.
Recruiting student affairs and academic leaders who value collaboration is an important
first step. A second step is to establish lines of reporting so that the senior academic
affairs officer and the senior student affairs officer equally report to the chief executive of
the institution (Kuh & Banta). A structure such as this allows equal access to resources
and information but also sends a message to the campus community that all aspects of
student learning and development are important.
The senior leaders for the respective disciplines must first role model effective
collaboration as a means of demonstrating the importance of such efforts in their
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respective charge. The university senior leadership helps create an ethos of learning when
they demonstrate a consistent message about the complimentary in and out of classroom
experiences, establish working relationships with each other and communication links
with the faculty, translate what the institution values into expectations for student
performance outside the classroom, disseminate data about the students' experiences, and
ask students to think about and apply what they are learning inside the classroom to the
outside world and vice versa (Kuh et al., 1994). Kuh and Banta (2000) note that while the
barriers between academic and student affairs are real, strong leadership, faculty and staff
development, and collaborative efforts have begun to permeate barriers and affect change
for the shared goal of student success. Ballard describes that by having the leadership of
student and academic affairs at the University of Missouri-Kansas City embrace a shared
commitment to partnership, the institution has transformed to where "a lot of good people
are now convinced that enhancing student learning is a campus-wide initiative and we all
have things to gain" (Ballard & Long, 2004, p. 17).
In several works on the subject of boundaries to collaboration between student
and academic affairs, Kuh contends that the issues are largely artificial. The true crux of
the problem is bringing student and academic affairs together with an institutional
commitment to creating seamless learning environments. The institution can foster this
environment by linking programs and activities across the academic and out of class
dimensions of students' lives and removing obstacles to students' pursuit of their
academic and personal goals. For this to occur, Kuh et al. (1994) contends, "faculty,
administrators, and others must challenge students and each other to view learning as
continuous and contagious in the biology lab, library, academic advisor's office,
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residence hall lounge, place of employment, student union, community service, and
playing fields" (p. 100).
It is important to understand the barriers that can exist in building strong crossdivisional student support services. As the importance of breaking down traditional silo
walls has been discussed, faculty and administrators must also work to overcome various
obstructions that can weaken or prohibit the creation of such programs. Specifically in
this study for the role of residence life staff to be understood as partners in the academic
success of students, first the broader barriers between student and academic affairs must
be identified and overcome. Then, as the stage is set for the more specific role of
residence hall staff providing intrusive interventions, the barriers associated specifically
with the program can be addressed and overcome. Those specific barriers are identified
later in this chapter.
Learning Outside the Classroom
Unpredictable economic conditions, higher demands for accountability,
demographic shifts, enrollment pressures, and heightened expectations for higher
education in the 1990s forced colleges and universities to examine nearly every aspect of
their operation. Paramount in this time was an examination of what students gain from
attending college (Kuh et al., 1994). Student learning takes place as students engage in
formal and informal activities both inside and outside the classroom. Learning is not
confined to the classroom by any means. Student development, which incorporates
learning inside and outside the classroom, should be integrated and holistic. The focus
should be on the level of engagement in varied types of learning activities as the "total
level of campus engagement (academic, interpersonal, extracurricular) is mutually
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supporting and relevant to a particular educational outcome" (Pascarella & Terenzini,
1991, p. 626). In authoring Learning Reconsidered: A Campus-Wide focus on the Student
Experience, ACPA and NASPA defined learning as a comprehensive, holistic
transformative activity that integrates academic learning and student development. As
these two roles have traditionally been independent of each other, the authors recognize
that they must be integrated for a true understanding of student learning (ACPA &
NASPA, 2004).
Colleges and universities have invested in many resources aimed at promoting
student involvement. The challenge is to market these resources to students as a means of
truly engaging students in the learning process. While one approach to better student
learning may be the suggestion to make class time more productive, the largest block of
time for undergraduate students is spent outside the classroom, an area that historically
receives little systematic attention but which has considerable potential for increasing
learning (Astin 1993; Berger & Lyon, 2005; Chickering & Reisser, 1993; Kuh et al.,
1994; Kuh, Schuh, Whitt, & Associates, 1991; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Tinto,
2006).
Through the effective use of existing resources, institutions can enhance student
learning. The key task is to transcend the perceived boundaries between academic and
student affairs units and to purposefully engage students in situations where they practice
the connection between what is learned inside the classroom and its outside world
application (Rudolph, 1990). All campus stakeholders are part of the institutional
approach to learning. For example, governing boards can fund those initiatives that
purposefully support such endeavors. Similarly, they can hire a president who appreciates
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a holistic view of undergraduate education. The president in turn must be supportive of
the activities aimed at engaging students inside and outside the classroom and hold those
constituents accountable that provide such opportunities. The academic affairs leaders are
called on to develop and foster strong working relationships and common ground
between academic and student affairs, while faculty are called to link the curriculum with
student life outside the classroom (Kuh et al., 1994).
Student affairs staff play a key role in promoting student involvement in
educationally purposeful activities beyond the classroom when they, in partnership with
the faculty, help students make connections between the curriculum and their out-of-class
experiences (ACE, 1989; ACPA, ACUHO-I et al., 2006; Kellogg, 1999; Kuh et al.,
1994). In their vital role, student affairs staff must be articulate in their understanding and
appreciation of the institution's educational purpose. They must then translate these
institutional values into behavioral terms for student life beyond the classroom. Student
affairs staff must be able to articulate clearly to academic affairs administrators, faculty,
students, and others how life outside the classroom contributes to college success.
Student affairs staff are called not only to assess and share outcomes concerning the
students and their experiences but to engage students in thinking about and applying what
they are learning in class to life outside the classroom and vice versa (Kuh et al., 1994).
In their survey of perceptions of the residence hall academic atmosphere, Rong and Gable
(1999) found "it is important that all constituents on campus begin to emphasize and
understand the role of residence halls in students' academic success" (p. 12).
It then becomes the responsibility of all involved to actively challenge students
and promote a sense of responsibility for their own learning (Palmer, Broido, &
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Campbell, 2008). Students demonstrate such by choosing colleges that value
undergraduate education and engage in providing out-of-class experiences designed to
enhance classroom learning. Students further demonstrate their commitment to learning
by enrolling in classes that utilize out-of-class experiences in the curriculum, articulate
the associated benefits, maintain a history of their experiences, and discuss with peers
how their academic progress and preparedness are enhanced through such experiences.
Student perceptions of the undergraduate experience are relative to the outcomes
of their experiences. In their review of the effects of college on students, Terenzini and
Pascarella (1994) looked at how the prestige of the institution equates to the perceived
quality of the education. Their findings suggest that the impact of attending versus not
attending college tends to be far greater than the impact of attending one institution over
another. The quality of the educational experience lies more in factors such as the
frequency, purpose, and quality of students' non-classroom interactions with faculty
members; the nature of their peer group interactions; and the opportunities for
extracurricular activities. Their research evidence strongly suggests that the quality of the
educational experience is based far less on prestige than on what opportunities the college
actually provides.
Terenzini and Pascarella's (1994) work further addresses the myth of faculty
influencing learning only in the classroom. Factors such as the system of faculty reward
and workload policies would suggest that the influence of faculty extends only to the
classroom door. A host of studies demonstrate that faculty can and do indeed exert a great
deal of influence in their contact with students outside the classroom as well as within
(ACPA, 1994; American Association for Higher Education, ACPA, & NASPA, 1998;
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ACPA & NASPA, 2004). This contact is positively associated with many desirable
outcomes including students' intellectual growth, curiosity, independence, interpersonal
skills, maturity, persistence, and educational attainment. Students not only become more
cognitively advanced, but they also demonstrate concurrent changes in values, attitudes,
and psychosocial development that are consistent with and probably reciprocally related
to cognitive changes. An important finding of the research demonstrates that no one
experience counts the most; it is the collective weight of many relevantly engaging
experiences that contributes significantly to student success in college. This is especially
true when academic, interpersonal, and extracurricular involvements are mutually
supporting and relevant to a particular educational outcome (Terenzini & Pascarella).
Kuh (1996) posited that the two most important factors in successful student
development (i.e., learning) are interactions with faculty, staff, and peers and significant
effort on academics. He is quick to point out that both require student interaction, but the
key is for faculty and staff to create those educationally purposefully opportunities for
interaction outside the classroom. The term educationally purposeful refers to
undergraduate experiences that "are congruent with the institution's educational purpose
and a student's own educational aspirations" (p. 136). Kuh contends that while less is
known about the influence of student affairs professionals on student learning than
classroom instructors, those student affairs practitioners who interact with students in
educationally purposeful ways have become increasingly vital to the educational mission
of the university. As resources become scarcer, these staff will be the ones to help make
meaning of the academic experiences connecting the out of class experience with the
classroom education.
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Academic Support Systems
Research clearly suggests there is a positive relationship between students' use of
campus support services and persistence to graduation (Churchill & Iwai, 1981;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). For example, in a nation-wide study of colleges and
universities in which 1,452 (58%) schools participated, it was demonstrated that retention
rates improve when first year students do better in their classrooms (Rouche, Baker, &
Rouche, 1984). As another example, a 1975-76 study of students at Arizona State
University included 605 students who had withdrawn from school and 1,806 students
who persisted in school. Study findings showed there was a strong relationship between
students' use of academic support services and degree completion (Churchill & Iwai).
Finally, Chaney, Muraskin, Calahan, and Goodwin (1998) compared 3,000 first year
undergraduate students utilizing support services with 3,000 similar students who were
not. They found that even when controlling for variance the students utilizing support
services were 7% more likely to persist into the second year.
On the other hand, studies have affirmed that students underutilize academic
support services (Walter & Smith, 1990). In a study of the effectiveness of campus
support systems, it was found that student utilization of campus support services was
relatively low (Eimers, 2000; Friedlander, 1980). Friedlander found that fewer than 25%
of 4,764 high risk students sought assistance from an academic-related support program.
Eimers found that out of over 800 passive alert notices sent to study participants, less
than one-third of subjects took action aimed at improving their standing. These kinds of
findings are particularly alarming when viewed through a meta-analytic synthesis of
findings from sixty evaluation studies that showed that academic support services, when
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utilized, exert a statistically significant effect on retention and grades (Kulik, Kulik, &
Schwalb, 1983). In the analysis, most programs studied (n=57) showed evidence that
students who utilized academic support services realized significantly higher grade point
averages than control group participants. Similarly, in half of the programs analyzed
(n=30), program participants persisted in school at a significantly higher rate than control
group subjects.
Friedlander (1980) concluded that passive provision of support services was
ineffective in reaching the students who need them most. This evidence strongly suggests
that universities should deliver academic support services intrusively, taking the
resources to the students and intervene early in the student's career rather than wait for
the need to arise.
To fully address the range of issues affecting students, collaboration among
different institutional units is vital. Academic success depends not only on cognitive
factors but also on students' social adjustment, emotional stability, and personal wellness
(Cuseo, 2003a). Kuh, Schuh, Whitt, and Associates (1991) studied fourteen "involving"
colleges for one year in an effort to understand what factors and conditions set these
schools apart. An involving college was defined as one where active engagement in
classroom, laboratory, and out-of-class activities was integral in learning and personal
development. One major finding from this study was that student retention is more
effectively promoted at institutions whose campus culture is characterized by
collaboration between academic and student affairs.
A consortium of twelve institutions formed in 1987 to address the critical issue of
retention with recognition that retention is a byproduct of educational excellence. In an
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evaluation of this consortium's experiences, one important finding emerged: the
importance of academic and student affairs collaboration for success (Stodt, 1987). The
evaluative outcome illustrated that the partnership of the academic and student affairs
areas was crucial to the development of effective teams (Klepper & Stodt, 1987).
Examples of such collaboration include integration of academic convocation with new
student orientation, living learning centers, residential learning communities, and
extended-orientation courses or first-year experience seminars.
The literature is clear in that academic and student affairs must work together
(Boland et al. 1996; Boyer, 1987; Kuh et al. 1994; Kuh, 1996; Pascarella & Terenzini,
2005). Armed with this research to back the point, student affairs and academic affairs
practitioners must collaborate and devise comprehensive approaches to the delivery of
support services for student success.
Role of Residence Life Educators
In understanding the role residence hall staff, commonly referred to as residence
life educators, play in holistic student learning, it is important to understand the rightful
role they have in providing academic intervention. Educated and trained as educators,
their role in providing academic intervention should be viewed as legitimate when
partnering in the delivery of academic and personal support intervention. With the role
legitimized, the groundwork is laid to fully understand the specific program of residence
hall life staff providing the midterm academic intervention.
Results of various research over the past two decades demonstrate the widely held
perceptions that residence hall environments are acknowledged as a critical component of
understanding student cultures (Coleman, 1966; Kuh & Hall, 1993; Strange, 1993;
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Upcraft & Schuh, 1996). Residence life educators (staff) are student affairs professionals
trained and educated to administer to the management of residence halls and provide the
outside the classroom education of students (Palmer, Broido, & Campbell, 2008). The
research of Rong and Gable (1999) at a Research I institution in New England suggests
that institutions are not effectively communicating their "overall academic mission
and.. .goals of.. .residence hall program(s) to the faculty, student affairs staff members,
and students" (p. 12). In their findings, the majority of institutional stakeholders had not
formed an opinion about what happened to students in their living environment. The
researchers posit that this raises the question regarding the perceived educational value of
residential life from the larger institution. Their work includes the observation that it is
important for all campus constituents to understand the important role residence halls
play in academic success.
Boyer (1987) made a nation of educators aware that higher education had become
too self-focused and compartmentalized. His argument was there was a disconnect
between the curriculum and the co-curriculum, specifically noting that among others,
residence life programs were not necessarily designed in support of the academic mission
of the university. In response, major initiatives were undertaken by the student affairs
professional associations. The implication that student affairs programs must put student
learning first emerged (ACPA, 1996). Furthermore, the understanding emerged that
student affairs and academic affairs should partner toward the common goal of making
student learning the top and common priority. Taking this concept specifically to the role
of residence halls, the Association of College and University Housing Officers—
International (1996) called for student learning to be part of the residential programming
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core values. This compelled those in the field of residence life charged with the creation
and implementation of educational programming in residence halls to recognize the role
residence halls play in bringing the curricular and co-curricular into partnership for
student learning.
Recent works written for both student affairs professionals and teaching faculty
argue that the integration of student development and student learning theory
"demonstrates the power of a holistic approach to (residence life professionals') work"
(McCuskey, 2005, p. 20). McCuskey citing Learning Reconsidered: A Campus-Wide
Focus on the Student Experience notes student learning and student development are the
same construct. It is pointless to try to distinguish between the two and potentially even
harmful, especially when the goal should be the integration of all learning domains.
Following this argument, the role of residence halls and residence education becomes
integral in the holistic view of the student's educational attainment.
It has been widely established that students living in residence halls have better
opportunities to become involved in campus activities and have a stronger identification
with and attachment to undergraduate life (Astin, 1984; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).
Numerous studies have been conducted to determine the influence of residence hall living
on students. Most of these studies concluded that students benefit from living in residence
halls on campus (Pascarella & Terenzini; Rentz & Saddlemire, 1988). For example,
Chickering (1974) in studying 5,351 residential students during and at the end of their
first year of college pointed out that residential students start in a favored position over
commuter students and that the residential experiences accelerate those differences. Chief
among Chickering's findings was that students who live off-campus are least satisfied

48

with their college experience and were least likely to persist through to degree
completion. Chickering concluded that residence hall students are more fully engaged
with the academic program, have more frequent and wider ranging contact with faculty,
participate more frequently in extracurricular activities, assume more leadership
positions, attend more cultural events, and are more likely to debate politics, religion, and
social issues.
The benefits afforded from on-campus living ultimately translate into greater
access, opportunity, growth, and development. Pascarella and Terenzini (2005)
determined that living on campus was positively associated with student development by
promoting higher levels of interaction and involvement with major agents of socialization
on campus. For example, in a study of the mental health of students, Wilson, Anderson,
and Fleming (1987) found commuting students reported more psychological difficulties
than resident students. In another example of the greater socialization of on-campus
students, Pascarella, Edison, Nora, Hagedorn, and Terenzini (1996) found in a large-scale
correlational study that living on campus was an important predictor of openness to diversity
and challenge for first-year students. In addition, Campbell (1998) concluded residence
education may play a role not only in current levels of psychological adjustment but also in
future ability to maintain interpersonal adjustment in an increasingly multicultural
environment. Living on campus plays a crucial role in retention, student engagement,
interaction with faculty and peers, and persistence to graduation as well as resulting in
students reporting more satisfaction with their college experience (Pascarella & Terenzini).
As scholars discuss future universities' constructs, debate has arisen over the need
for a residential campus. Universities now compete in the virtual marketplace for students
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taking classes away from campus. There has been a dramatic increase in distance education
and on-line courses (Rhodes, 2001). However, as Rhodes discusses, the residential campus
is not likely to disappear. There is recognition that the traditional residential campus is the
place to create and nurture the leaders of each new generation. When looking at the
university of tomorrow, Rhodes states there will still be a vital role for the residential
university.
Early Alert Warning Systems with Midterm Grade Reporting
Early alert systems are tools used in the effort to help students succeed (Barefoot,
2002; Beck & Davidson, 2001; Cuseo, 2003c; Kuh, 2005; Shushok & Hulme, 2006;
Whitt, 2005). Cuseo (2004) describes early alert systems as a formal, proactive feedback
system through which students and those who offer student assistance are alerted to early
indicators of poor academic performance. Early alert systems may include midterm grade
reporting and pre-midterm alert reporting. Beck and Davidson describe one value of early
alert systems is that high-risk students are identified before their college careers are
jeopardized. Barefoot in her study of 1,867 postsecondary institutions in the United States
found that over sixty percent utilize midterm grade reporting as a means of providing
students with an early alert to their academic progress. Approximately 10% of these
institutions obtain right to privacy waivers that enable them to report midterm grades to
parents as well.
Midterm grade reporting is usually a passive notification, often in the form of a
letter sent to students letting them know the status of their grades at the halfway point of
the semester. Students with dangerously low grades are often requested to speak with an
institutional representative, typically an academic advisor who in turn refers the student

50

to an appropriate support service. Some institutions place follow-up telephone calls or
otherwise intervene with students who do not respond to the letter of notification (Cuseo,
2004).
The use of early warning systems and reporting of midterm grades has a number
of challenges associated with it. Tinto (1993) warns that by the time some midterm
grades are recorded, disseminated, and acted on, the warnings may come too late to be
helpful to the student. Students' lack of compliance with requests for follow up on poor
midterm grades constitutes another major challenge area in the success of early alert
programs (Cuseo, 2004). However, institutions have taken steps to combat these targeted
problem areas. For example, Thompson (2001) describes that New Mexico State
University has an early warning system that requests instructors to report attendance
during the second and sixth weeks of classes. Students who demonstrate irregular or poor
attendance receive a call from the Office of Advisement Services.
Another challenge associated with the release of early warning grade reports is
that in many cases, the early warning in the form of a letter grade does not necessarily
indicate the specific cause of the poor performance (Cuseo, 2004). Some institutions
address this concern by requesting additional information from professors reporting poor
midterm grades to analyze the poor performance. Some indicators include the reporting
of class participation, attendance, assignment performance, examination performance,
non-completed assignments, or weak expository scores (Cuseo). Carlson (2000), for
example, reports that Adelphi University in New York requests early warning reports
from faculty as a means of identifying such root behaviors of poor performance.
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Faculty compliance can be a major hurdle in the early alert program. It has been
found in some programs that faculty felt they had neither the time nor the interest in
calculating midterm grades for all their students (Barefoot, 2002). Faculty who do not
report midterm grades make it nearly impossible to know if students need help. Cuseo
(2004) describes that faculty compliance may be increased if instructors are not asked to
submit midterm grades for all students, only those who are performing poorly. Ease of
reporting may lead to increased participation where grades are submitted by simple online forms rather than paper and pencil means. He adds that compliance rates may
increase if the reporting faculty are recognized for their participation. Participation may
be recognized publicly by their dean or department chair, or their work may reflect
positively in promotion or post tenure review.
To combat student non-compliance, universities may consider instituting strong
incentives or sanctions to increase the likelihood that students will connect with and
follow through on the recommended intervention (Cuseo, 2004). An example may be a
restriction placed on registration until such students meet with their advisor. Similarly,
personal follow up with those who have not made contact could be provided as a means
of connecting to these students.
Despite challenges, evidence suggests that midterm warning programs are
successful. Green (1989) discusses the impact of the early alert system at the University
of Wisconsin-Oshkosh. High risk students were identified in the third week of classes
followed by the Office of Academic Development Services initiating intrusive contact
with students by meeting with each to provide academic assistance through counseling or
referral. Retention rates as a result of the program rose steadily. Similarly, Vincennes
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University Junior College in Indiana assessed the effectiveness of their early alert system
and found a seventeen percent drop in grades of D and F with a fourteen percent increase
in A, B, and C grades (Budig, Koenig, & Weaver, 1991). Bishop (2001) reports similar
findings whereby students at Portland Community College were studied to test the effects
of an early alert intervention program. Subjects in the treatment group showed
significantly higher success rates not only in the immediacy of the study but also over
their entire four years. "The control group never did catch up" (Bishop, p. 208).
Effective programs are those that are intrusive in nature. It is the act of reaching
out to students and taking support systems to them that makes them successful. Ender,
Winston, and Miller (1984) asserted that "it is totally unrealistic to expect students to take
full advantage of intellectual and personal development opportunities without some
assistance from the institution" (p. 12). Cuseo (2003c) asserts this concept more
aggressively over twenty years later as there are a "growing number of underprepared,
underrepresented, and first generation students on campus" (p. 299). Cuseo further
illustrates that successful intrusive programs include characteristics such as delivering
support programs where the students live, infusing support services along with classroom
instruction, and requiring students to utilize support services as class assignments.
Chapter II Conclusions
Little has been written concerning the role of residence life staff as partners in the
early alert systems. Although anecdotal evidence demonstrates such programs exist, the
literature did not reveal a formal study of such programs. A review of the literature
demonstrates that teaching and retention are conditional upon engaging students in the
learning process. The literature further demonstrates that student affairs staff should be
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equal partners with academic affairs in building connections with students and aiding in
the goal of connecting the classroom with the out-of-class experience. Early alert
systems, particularly those that are intrusive in nature, are successful means of reaching
at-risk students before they drop out.
The role of residence hall staff as partners in the delivery of the intrusive early
alert system has not been defined by empirical study. The role of student affairs staff as
equal partners in retention as well as in the success of intrusive early alert systems
warrants the study of the marriage of the two. The author demonstrates this gap in the
literature to illustrate the need for this study.
Now let us turn to Chapter III which reviews the methods used with this research.
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CHAPTER III: RESEARCH DESIGN
This study was designed to explore the utilization of professional residence hall
staff to provide intrusive early warning academic interventions at residential colleges in
the United States. This study examines activities that have existed for many years (based
on anecdotal information) but had not been scientifically defined or studied to date. The
directors of housing and residence life within American colleges and universities who are
members of the Association of College and University Housing Officers - International
(ACUHO-I) were surveyed to determine the existence of such programs and define the
means by which such interventions exist along with any associated obstacles to
implementation and success. This research provides descriptions and characteristics of
programs utilizing residence hall staff in early warning academic interventions for
possible program replication and study of program effectiveness.
Research Design
Creswell (2003) indicates that quantitative methods are appropriate when
studying a sample of a given population in order to generalize results to the larger
population. Quantitative studies often use survey instruments to procure participant data
regarding individual perceptions on many different issues, and surveys are an effective
means of generalizing from a sample population (Creswell). Moreover, surveys are
identified as effective instruments for collecting data for exploratory, descriptive,
explanatory, or evaluative studies (Dillman & Salant, 1994). The use of a survey captures
quantitative descriptions of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a given population by
studying a sample of that population. The data collected is then analyzed using various
statistical procedures, which allow the researcher to determine whether the data supports,
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refutes, or elaborates upon existing theory or the literature (Creswell, 2003; Locke,
Spirduso, & Silverman, 2000; Rudestam & Newton, 2001). A survey design was used for
this study.
Research Questions
Anecdotal evidence of the researcher's personal experience, as well as
information obtained in conversations with colleagues at regional and national
conferences, reveal that residence hall staff have participated in academic midterm
interventions for twenty plus years, yet no systematic collection of data on such practices
had existed. The overall purpose of this study, therefore, was to determine the extent to
which such programs are in practice. This quantitative study answers the following
questions:
1. To what extent do U.S. universities offer some type of early warning midterm
academic intervention utilizing their residence life professionals?
2. What are the core aspects of such programs, and what specific strategies are
used with the students?
3. What successes are being reported for such programs?
4. What key barriers related to the implementation of such programs are being
reported for (a) institutions that have such programs in place and (b) institutions
that do not have such programs in place?
5. What are the differences in such programs and related issues when broken
down by public and private institutions, various enrollments, and housing
occupancies?
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Sample, Population, and Participants
The population for this study includes the senior housing officers within all
colleges and universities in the United States that provide on-campus facilities for
housing students, utilize live-in professional residence hall staff to provide oversight of
these facilities, and are members of ACUHO-I. The sample group consists of the senior
housing officers with active membership within ACUHO-I, as drawn from that
organization's directory. ACUHO-I is highly supportive of professional development
including research initiatives in the field of college and university housing and gave
permission to use their membership email list. On-line surveys were sent to 733 members
of which 278 (37.9%) participated in this study by completing the survey.
Instrumentation and Data Collection
I developed a survey (See Appendix B) based on questions or issues identified in
the literature reviewed for this study. The survey was divided into five sections: (1)
determination of the university's utilization of early warning midterm academic
intervention programs and any role of residence life staff in the programs; (2)
identification of the core components of early warning midterm academic intervention
programs, and identification of key offices, faculty or staff involved in intervention
programs; (3) successes, if any, being reported from existing programs; (4) barriers
institutions are facing in the implementation of intervention programs; and (5)
demographic information. In the first section, participants were asked first to identify
whether their institution utilizes an intervention program and second if residence life staff
had any role in the program. Affirmative responses resulted in participants' progression
to section two while negative responses resulted in a skip to the barriers section.
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In section two of the survey, participants were asked to identify which
programmatic conditions occur on their campus. Participants were asked to select from
the following responses: not at all, for some students, for most students, for all students,
and don't know. Participating respondents from campuses who utilize residence hall staff
in interventions were asked to continue by identifying the means by which residence hall
staff access or acquire residents' grades utilizing the same response scale. Section two
then sought to determine the means by which residence hall staff intervene with students.
Respondents were asked to select from the following responses: not at all; sometimes;
usually; always; and don't know. Section two concluded by seeking the extent to which
key university staff are involved with residence hall staff in providing planning, training,
and implementing interventions. Key campus constituents were listed to which
respondents determined level of involvement utilizing the following scale: not at all,
somewhat involved, usually involved, vary involved, and don't know.
Section three sought to identify how programs were assessed, seeking first to
understand if data is collected and what that is and then seek what is being measured if
anything at all to determine successes of the intervention programs. Section four sought
to identify the extent to which barriers were experienced in the development or
implementation of intervention programs. Respondents were asked to respond utilizing
the following scale: strongly disagree, disagree, not sure, agree, and strongly agree.
Section five sought demographic information to group schools by institution size, public
or private school and housing occupancy to determine what differences exist between
schools. The survey concluded with an opportunity for participants to volunteer their e-
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mail address to allow for potential future follow up involving quantitative research to
create profiles of early warning midterm academic intervention programs.
Pilot Study
As the survey was developed by the researcher, no prior studies had established
the reliability and validity of the survey (Creswell, 2003; Rudestam & Newton, 2001). An
initial pilot study was completed by 12 housing officers from state universities in
Michigan, Indiana, and Illinois. Pilot study participants were asked to address the
following issues: (a) clarity of the survey questions, statements, and text; (b) survey
organization and structure; (c) ease of transition from one section of the survey to
another; (d) appropriateness of response scales to statements; and (e) length of time in
minutes required to complete the survey. Based on the recommendations provided by the
pilot study participants, modifications were made to the survey which produced clearer
survey text, structure, content, and presentation. The data obtained from the pilot study
participants was not used in the final research analysis.
Survey Distribution
The study participants' electronic mail (e-mail) addresses were obtained through
ACUHO-I. An e-mail was sent to 733 senior housing officers within member institutions
informing them of the nature and purpose of the study and providing them an opportunity
to voluntarily participate in the study. The survey was available through a hyperlink
within the e-mail (see Appendix B). Study participants who used the hyperlink were
directed to the survey which was hosted at an Internet site. Second and third follow up
reminder invitation e-mails were sent to study participants two weeks and four weeks
after the initial e-mail was sent (see Appendix B). The second and third e-mails reminded
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potential participants of the opportunity to participate in the study, provided them with a
summary of the nature and purpose of the study, and the hyperlink to the survey.
E-mail and the use of an on-line survey were considered the most appropriate
medium for seeking participation for the following reasons. First, nearly all ACUHO-I
members have e-mail addresses that are listed in the membership directory and that were
available electronically from the ACUHO-I central office. It stood to reason that these
members had access to computers and presumably high-speed Internet access. Second, by
inviting ACUHO-I senior housing officers to participate via the Internet, they were able
to incorporate participation into their daily routine thereby reducing participant
completion times (Fowler, 2002; Schonlau, Fricker, & Elliot, 2002). Completing the
survey via the Internet provided a convenient means of return, not reliant on participants
having to return the survey via United States Postal Service. Rates of return are generally
higher for internet based surveys than paper surveys (Anderson & Kanuka, 2003). Third,
by utilizing e-mail to distribute the survey nationally the concern for a representative
subject group is eliminated. Also, distributing the survey via email eliminated postage,
photocopying, and envelopes as a monetary cost of this study. Fourth, the reduction of
paper and photocopying reduced the impact on the environment.
Data Analysis
Descriptive and frequency analysis occurred on the variables in the survey.
Responses to questions with yes or no responses were tabulated with number of
observations and percentages. Items with response scales had means calculated. Openended questions were grouped and tabulated with number of observations and
percentages. A comparison of means and percentages based on the key demographic

variables of institutional type, enrollment and housing population were explored for
possible relationships. T-tests, tests to determine differences in means between two
groups, were used in comparing differences between public and private institutions. Oneway ANOVA tests, used in the analysis of variance, determined the differences between
populations in the categories of enrollment size and housing occupancy size. A Tukey
test, which is a multiple comparison test, was used to further analyze significant
differences in means in enrollment and housing occupancy size groups.
Delimitations and Limitations
Invitations to complete this survey were sent to senior housing officers who are
members of ACUHO-I and worked within 733 institutions of higher education in the
United States. Approximately one-third of the subject group completed the survey. The
applicability of this study is therefore delimited to only similar institutions (i.e., those
with resident housing and whose senior housing officer was a member of ACUHO-I).
Certainly not all institutions of higher education have student housing nor are all
institutions in the United States with housing members of ACUHO-I. Therefore the
results are delimited but still have implications for the wider field of university housing.
Primarily, limitations with the study involve those inherent with survey research.
One limitation was the study's concentration on the self-reported perceptions of senior
housing officers. There is an inherent weakness in using individual perspectives of
participants as they may under or overestimate perceptions of themselves (Babbie, 2002).
Respondents' perceptions may be far different than the actual practices in regard to the
behaviors and activities of their staff as well as the behaviors and attitudes of other
campus constituents. This may be especially true when senior housing officers reported
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perceptions from other campus constituents at institutions where programs did not
involve residence life staff, programs did not exist, or where senior housing officers were
uncertain of a program's existence on their campuses. This limitation should be kept in
mind while reading my results and conclusions.
Chapter IV now follows and presents the data collected.
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS
This chapter presents findings from the Early Warning Midterm Academic
Intervention National Survey administered to senior housing officers (SHOs) of
institutions in the United States affiliated with the Association of College and University
Housing Officers-International (ACUHO-I).
Demographic Data
There were 733 ACUHO-I member institutions within the United States whose
senior housing officers (SHOs) were identified in the membership database. Invitations to
participate in the survey were sent via electronic mail to the SHO of each institution. A
total of 278 senior housing officers completed the survey (n=278, 37.9%). Of the 278
institutions represented in the survey responses, 58.3% (n=158), were identified as fouryear public institutions, 36.9% (n=100) were identified as four-year private institutions,
and 4.8% (n=13) were identified as two-year public institutions. None were identified as
two-year private institutions. Table 1 displays the frequencies and percentages.
Table 1
Institution Type
Institution type
Four Year Public
Four Year Private
Two Year Public
Two Year Private
Total

Response n
f58
100
13
0
278

% of all Responses
58.3
36.9
4.8
0.0
100.0

Research Question 1
Research Question 1 asked "To what extent do U.S. universities offer some type
of early warning midterm academic intervention utilizing their residence life
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professionals?" This section summarizes core information related to the existence of
programs and residence life staff involvement.
Existence of Programs
The existence of an early warning midterm academic intervention program on the
respondent's campus was addressed via survey question 1. The answers ranged from
l=yes, 2=no, and 3=1 don't know. SHOs from 187 institutions (67.3) indicated some
form of program existed on their campus. Those from 68 institutions (24.5%) indicated
no program existed on their campus, and those from 23 institutions (8.2%) responded I
don't know (see Table 2). Responses of "no" or "I don't know" resulted in a skip within
the survey to question 18 concerning barriers to programs existing on their campus.
Respondents indicating "yes" continued the survey with question 2, seeking more
information about such programs.
Residence Life Staff Involvement
The question of involvement of residence life staff in the intervention programs
was answered through survey question 2, with response choices being l=yes and 2=no.
SHO responses indicated that of the 187 institutions with known programs, 119
institutions (63.6%) included residence life staff in such programs, and 68 institutions
(36.4%) did not involve residence life staff. Responses of "no" on question 2 resulted in a
skip in the survey to question 18 concerning barriers. SHOs who answered "yes" to
question 2 continued the survey with question 3 to find out more information about
programs in which residence life staff involvement existed. Table 2 displays the
frequency and percentages.
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Table 2
Existence of Program and Residence Life Staff Involvement

Existence of program
Residence life staff involvement

Frequencies/Percentages
Yes
No
n
%
n
%
187 (67.3)
68 (24.5)
119 (63.6)*
68 (36.4)*

I don't know
n
%
23
(8.2)

* % of those with academic intervention programs
Research Question 2
Research question 2 asked "What are the core aspects of such programs and what
specific strategies are used with the students?" The core aspects and specific strategies of
early warning midterm academic intervention programs were identified through survey
questions 3-8 and 10-12. This section summarizes data regarding the core aspects of the
programs, the extent to which key campus constituents are involved in planning, training
and implementing such programs, and specific strategies used in program
implementation.
Core Aspects
The identification of core aspects sought to learn the extent to which certain
campus constituents were involved in the planning, training and implementation of such
programs. Table 3 displays the frequencies and percentages of the extent to which six
major constituents are involved. Academic affairs administrators were the most
frequently involved in planning the intervention program and personal counseling center
the least. The academic support center was the most frequently involved in training the
implementers of the program while individual professors were the least. In the
implementation of the programs, the academic support center was the most involved
where the personal counseling center was the least.
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Table 3
Involvement in Program Planning, Training, and Implementing
To what extent are the following
involved in program:
Not at all
n
(%)
- Academic affairs
admin including
Dean's office
6
• Planning
26
• Training
17
• Implementing
- Academic advisors
8
• Planning
40
• Training
11
• Implementing
- Individual professors
23
• Planning
63
• Training
18
• Implementing
- Academic
support/tutoring
11
• Planning
24
• Training
15
• Implementing
- Personal counseling
center
31
• Planning
56
• Training
36
• Implementing
- Residence life staff
14
• Planning
46
• Training
6
• Implementing
l=not at all, 2=limited extent,

Frequencies/Percentagi es
Moderate
Limited
extent
extent
Great extent
n
n
n
(%)
(%)
(%)

Mean

(5.3)
(23.4)
(15.3)

16
30
22

(14.0)
(27.0)
(19.8)

33
27
28

(28.9)
(24.3)
(25.2)

59
28
44

(51.8)
(25.2)
(39.6)

3.27
2.51
2.89

(7.0)
(36.4)
(9.7)

26
27
20

(22.6)
(24.5)
(17.7)

36
24
35

(31.3)
(21.8)
(31.0)

45
19
47

(39.1)
(17.3)
(41.6)

3.03
2.20
3.04

(20.5)
(58.3)
(16.1)

37
33
38

(33.0)
(30.6)
(33.9)

37
9
34

(33.0)
(8.3)
(30.4)

15
3
22

(13.4)
(2.8)
(19.6)

2.39
1.56
2.54

(9.7)
(21.6)
(13.5)

24
26
13

(21.2)
(23.4)
(11.7)

32
28
33

(28.3)
(25.2)
(29.7)

46
33
50

(40.7)
(29.7)
(45.0)

3.00
2.63
3.06

(27.2)
(51.4)
(32.1)

46
32
39

(40.3)
(29.4)
(34.8)

19
16
23

(16.7)
(14.7)
(20.5)

18
5
14

(15.8)
(4.6)
(12.5)

2.21
1.72
2.13

(12.0)
(41.1)
(5.3)

40
35
37

(34.2)
(31.2)
(32.5)

35
16
36

(29.9)
(14.3)
(31.6)

28
15
35

(23.9)
(13.4)
(30.7)

2.66
2.00
2.88

3=moderate extent, 4=great extent

Question 3 a, identified the extent to which academic affairs administration,
including the Dean's office was involved in planning their program. Most institutions
(n=108, 94.7%) indicated some level of involvement, including to a limited extent (n=16,
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14.0%) and to a moderate extent (n=33, 28.9%). More than half of the respondents
indicated academic affairs administration was involved in program planning to a great
extent (n=59, 51.8%). Only 6 institutions (5.3%) indicated their academic affairs
administration was not involved in planning their program.
Question 5a identified the extent to which academic affairs administration,
including the Dean's office was involved in training those implementing the program on
their campus. Three quarters of the institutions (n=85, 76.5%) indicated some level of
involvement, including involvement in training to a limited extent (n=30, 27.0%), to a
moderate extent (n=27, 24.3%), and to a great extent (n=28, 25.2%). Approximately one
quarter of SHOs (n=26, 23.4%) indicated their academic affairs administration was not
involved in training those implementing their program.
Question 7a identified the extent to which academic affairs administration,
including the Dean's office, was involved in implementing the program on their campus.
Most institutions (n=94, 84.6%) indicated some level of involvement, including
involvement in implementing to a limited extent (n=22, 19.8%), to a moderate extent
(n=28, 25.2%), and to a great extent (n=44, 39.6%). Seventeen SHOs (15.3%) indicated
their academic affairs administration was not involved in implementing their program.
Question 3b identified the extent to which academic advisors were involved in
planning the program on their campus. Most institutions (n=107, 93.0%) indicated some
level of academic advisor involvement in planning, including to a limited extent (n=26,
22.6%), to a moderate extent (n=36, 31.3%) and to a great extent (n=45, 39.1%). Only 8
institutions (7.0%) indicated their academic advisors were not involved in planning their
program.
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Question 5b identified the extent to which academic advisors were involved in
training those implementing the program on their campus. Nearly two thirds of
institutions responding (n-70, 63.6%) indicated some level of involvement, including
involvement in training to a limited extent (n=27, 24.5%), to a moderate extent (n=24,
21.8%), and to a great extent (n=19, 17.3%). Approximately one third of SHOs (n=40,
36.4%o) indicated their academic advisors were not involved in training those
implementing their program.
Question 7b identified the extent to which academic advisors were involved in
implementing the program on their campus. Most institutions (n=102, 90.3%) indicated
some level of involvement, including involvement in implementing to a limited extent
(n=20, 17.7%), to a moderate extent (n=35, 31.0%), and to a great extent (n=47, 41.6%).
One in ten SHOs (n=l 1, 9.7%) indicated academic advisors were not involved in
implementing their program.
Question 3c identified the extent to which individual professors were involved in
planning the program on their campus. More than three quarters of reporting institutions
(n=89, 79.4%) indicated some level of involvement from individual professors in
planning their program, including 37 (33.0%) to a limited extent, 37 (33.0%) to a
moderate extent, and 15 (13.4%) to a great extent. One in five SHOs indicated (n=23,
20.5%) indicated individual professors were not involved in planning the program on
their campus.
Question 5c identified the extent to which individual professors were involved in
training those implementing the program on their campus. Less than half of the
institutions responding (n=45, 41.7%) indicated some level of involvement of individual
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professors in training, including to a limited extent (n=33, 30.6%), to a moderate extent
(n=9, 8.3%), and to a great extent (n=3, 2.8%). More than half of the SHOs (n=63,
58.3%) indicated individual professors were not involved in training those implementing
their program.
Question 7c identified the extent to which individual professors were involved in
implementing the program on their campus. Most institutions (n=94, 83.9%) indicated
some level of involvement, including involvement in implementing to a limited extent
(n=38, 33.9%), to a moderate extent (n=34, 30.4%), and to a great extent (n=22, 19.6%).
Reporting SHOs indicated 18 institutions (16.1%) did not have individual professors
involved in implementing their program.
Question 3d identified the extent to which academic support services/tutoring
center were involved in planning the program on their campus. Most institutions (n=102,
90.2%>) indicated some level of academic support services/tutoring center involvement in
planning, including to a limited extent (n=24, 21.2%), to a moderate extent (n=32,
28.3%) and to a great extent (n=46, 40.7%). Only one in ten institutions (n=l 1, 9.7%)
indicated academic support services/tutoring center were not involved in planning their
program.
Question 5d identified the extent to which academic support services/tutoring
center were involved in training those implementing the program on their campus. Many
of the institutions responding (n=87, 78.3%) indicated some level of involvement,
including involvement in training to a limited extent (n=26, 23.4%), to a moderate extent
(n=28, 25.2%o), and to a great extent (n=33, 29.7%). Approximately one in five SHOs
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(n=24, 21.6%) indicated academic support services/tutoring center were not involved in
training those implementing the program on their campus.
Question 7d identified the extent to which academic support services/tutoring
center were involved in implementing the program on their campus. Most institutions
(n=96, 86.4%) indicated some level of involvement, including involvement in
implementing to a limited extent (n=13, 11.7%), to a moderate extent (n=33, 29.7%), and
to a great extent (n=50, 45.0%). SHOs reported 15 institutions' (13.5%) academic support
services/tutoring center were not involved in implementing their program.
Question 3e identified the extent to which the personal counseling center was
involved in planning the program on their campus. Nearly 3 out of 4 institutions (n=83,
72.8%) indicated some level of involvement of the personal counseling center in
planning, including to a limited extent (n=46, 40.3%), to a moderate extent (n=19,
16.7%) and to a great extent (n=18, 15.8%). Nearly three in ten institutions (n=31,
27.2%) indicated their personal counseling center was not involved in planning their
program.
Question 5e identified the extent to which the personal counseling center was
involved in training those implementing the program on their campus. Nearly half of the
institutions responding (n=53, 48.7%) indicated some level of training involvement,
including to a limited extent (n=32, 29.4%), to a moderate extent (n=16, 14.7%), and to a
great extent (n=5, 4.6%). Slightly more than half of the SHOs (n=56, 51.4%) indicated
their personal counseling center was not involved in training those implementing the
program on their campus.
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Question 7e identified the extent to which the personal counseling center was
involved in implementing the program on their campus. Two of every three institutions
(n=76, 67.8%) indicated some level of involvement implementing, including to a limited
extent (n=39, 34.8%), to a moderate extent (n=23, 20.5%), and to a great extent (n=14,
12.5%). Nearly one third of SHOs (n=36, 32.1%) reported their institutions' personal
counseling center was not involved in implementing their program.
Question 3 f identified the extent to which residence life staff 'were involved in
planning the program on their campus. Most institutions (n=103, 88%) indicated some
level of involvement from residence life staff in planning, including to a limited extent
(n=40, 34.2%), to a moderate extent (n=35, 29.9%) and to a great extent (n=28, 23.9%).
Nearly one in eight institutions (n=14, 12.0%) indicated their residence life staff were not
involved in planning their program.
Question 5f identified the extent to which residence life staff'were involved in
training those implementing the program on their campus. Slightly more than half of the
institutions responding (n=66, 58.9%) indicated some level of involvement in training to
a limited extent (n=35, 31.2%), to a moderate extent (n=16, 14.3%), and to a great extent
(n=15, 13.4%). Slightly less than half of the institutions reporting (n=46, 41.1%)
indicated their residence life staff were not involved in training those implementing the
program on their campus.
Question 7f identified the extent to which residence life staff-were involved in
implementing the program on their campus. Most institutions (n=108, 94.8%) indicated
some level of involvement, including involvement in implementing to a limited extent
(n=37, 32.5%), to a moderate extent (n=36, 31.6%), and to a great extent (n=35, 30.7%).
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SHOs from 6 institutions (5.3%) reported their residence life staff were not involved in
implementing their program.
In addition to the close-ended survey questions, several questions throughout the
survey were open-ended seeking additional characteristics not sought through the
multiple-choice survey questions. Question 4 states: Please list any others on your
campus that may be involved in planning various aspects of your institution's early
warning midterm academic intervention program, and the extent to which they are
involved. Question 6 asked a similar question about any others involved in training the
implementers. Question 8 asked a similar question about any others involved in
implementing the programs. The researcher typed up each response verbatim and after
multiple readings of all responses, themes were found among the responses given by the
senior housing officers. This allowed the researcher to create five categories to best
describe the types of responses given: student affairs offices or officers, first year
programs or officers, other academic offices or support services or officers, athletic staff,
and groups of various officers or various individual other officers. A total of 97 responses
were given to these question with all items listed in Appendix D. Table 4 displays the
frequencies and percentages for groupings of open ended responses to survey questions 4,
6, and 8.
Question 4 sought the extent to which other campus constituents were involved in
planning aspects of programs. Of the 43 responses, "Student Affairs offices or officers"
had the most frequent response (n=15, 34.9%) including "the dean of students office,"
"registrar's office," and "vice president for student affairs." The category of "groups or
others," was the second most frequent (n=13, 30.2%). Responses included "the student
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success committee, student retention committee, public safety, and student life council,"
and "multicultural center, student development office." "First-year programs or officers"
was the next most frequent category (n=9, 20.9%) with responses including "first-year
experience office" and "first-year experience coordinator." "Academic support services"
was the fourth category (n=4, 9.3%) which included responses such as "center for student
success." "Athletics" (n=2, 4.7%) had the fewest responses.
Table 4
Other Campus Constituents Involved in Planning, Training, and Implementing Programs

Respondent group category
Student affairs offices or officers
Groups of offices/ other responses
First-year programs or officers
Academic offices/support services
Athletics
Total Responses

Frequencies/Percentages
Planning
Training
Implementing
n
%
n
%
n
%
15
34.9
10
38.5
9
31.0
13
30.2
5
19.2
13
44.8
9
20.9
7
26.9
4
13.8
4
9.3
1
3.8
2
6.9
2
4.7
3
11.5
1
3.4
43 100.0
26 100.0
29 100.0

Question 6 sought the extent to which other campus constituents were involved in
training implementers of programs. Of the 26 viable responses, "Student Affairs offices
or officers" had the most frequent response (n=10, 38.5%) with responses including
"disability services" and "the office of orientation." "First-year programs or officers" was
the second most frequent response (n=7, 26.9%) with responses including "first year
advisors" and "first year mentors." "Groups of various officers or others" was the third
most frequent with 5 responses (19.2%) including involvement from the health center,
campus ministry, new student services and sophomore programs, and freshmen seminar.
Academic support services (n=3, 11.5%) and athletics (n=l, 3.8%) were the least
frequent responses.
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Question 8 sought the extent to which other campus constituents were involved in
implementing programs. Of the 29 responses, "Student Affairs offices or officers" had
the most frequent response (n=9, 31.0%) including "associate vice president for student
success" and "office of transitional programs." "First-year programs or officers" (n=4,
13.8%) and "groups of various officers or others" (n=13, 44.8%) had the second most
frequent responses including "coaches, orientation leaders," "disability support services,"
and "counseling center." "Athletics" (n=3.4%) and "academic support services" (n=2,
6.9%) were the least frequent responses.
Information Flow
Questions lOa-c sought to define the way information flows to the residence life
staff to help identify which residents may have poor or failing midterm grades. Table 5
displays the frequencies and percentages.
Table 5
Information Flow
How residence life staff
receive academic information

Staff receive grade
reports
Staff receive copies of
deficiency notices
Staff forced to look up
grades

Frequencies/Percentages
Yes for some
Not at all
residents
n
%
n
%
48
(42.5)
46
(40.7)

Yes for all
residents
n
%
19
(16.8)

51

(45.1)

34

(30.1)

28

(24.8)

81

(71.7)

21

(18.6)

11

(9.7)

Question 10a sought the extent to which residence life staff received reports of
midterm grades for their residents. Sixty five institutions (57.5%) indicated grade reports
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were received for some (n-46,40.7%) or all of their residents (n=19, 16.8%), while
42.5% (n=48) indicated staff did not receive grade reports.
Question 10b sought the extent to which staff received copies of deficiency
notices sent to students. Slightly more than half the respondents (n=62, 54.9%) indicated
receiving deficiency notices for some of their residents (n=34, 30.1%) or all of their
residents (n=28, 24.8%), while 45.1% (n=51) indicated staff did not receive a copy of
deficiency notices.
Question 10c sought the extent to which residence life staff were forced to look up
grades for residents of their buildings to learn of poor or failing midterm grades.
Respondents indicated 28.3% of institutions (n=32) relied on this method, as indicated by
responses of yes for some of their residents (n=21, 18.6%) or yes for all of their residents
(n=l 1, 9.7%). The majority of respondents (n=81, 71.7%) indicated this was not a
practice at their institution.
Intervention Methodology
Questions 12a-e looked at ways in which residence life staff made contact with
residents who received poor or failing midterm grades. Respondents indicated the extent
to which each item occurred as l=not at all, 2=sometimes, 3=usually and 4=always.
Question 12a sought the extent to which residence life staff sent warning letters
or notices to residents. Nearly half of the respondents (n=56, 48.7%) indicated no
warning letters or notices were sent to residents while 51.3% (n=59) indicated doing so
through responses of sometimes (n=25, 21.7%), usually (n=19, 16.5%), or always (n=15,
13.0%).
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Question 12b sought the extent to which residence life staff made contact with
residents receiving poor or failing midterm grades via telephone. One quarter of
respondents indicated no telephone contact was made (n=29, 25.2%) while 74.8% (n=86)
indicated doing so through responses of sometimes (n=58, 50.4%), usually (n=23,
20.0%), or always (n=5, 4.4%).
Question 12c sought the extent to which residence life staff sought to make
contact with residents receiving poor or failing midterm grades via electronic mail. One
in five institutions (n=22, 19.1%) did not utilize electronic mail as a means of contacting
students, while 80.9% (n=93) utilized electronic mail as indicated through responses of
sometimes (n=43, 37.4%), usually (n=38, 33.0%), or always (n=12, 10.4%).
Question 12d sought the extent to which residence life staff conducted group
meetings to connect with residents receiving poor or failing midterm grades. Three
quarters of respondents (n=85, 74.6%) indicated this was not a means utilized on their
campus, while 25.4% (n=29) indicated utilizing group meetings through responses of
sometimes (n=21,18.4%), usually (n=7, 6.1%), or always (n=l, 0.9%).
Question 12e sought the extent to which one-to-one meetings were held with
residents receiving poor or failing midterm grades. Most respondents (n=107, 93.9%)
indicated using this method as indicated through responses of sometimes (n=28, 24.6%),
usually (n=57, 50.0%) or always (n=22, 19.3%). Only a few institutions (n=7, 6.1%)
indicated not utilizing one-to-one meetings for resident interventions.
Questions 12f-h sought the means by which residence life staff interact with
residents while implementing the program. Table 6 displays the frequencies and
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percentages, ranked from highest to lowest mean. "One to one meeting" was the most
frequent residence life staff intervention method and "group meeting" was the least.
Table 6
Intervention Methodology
Extent residence life staff
Not
n
7
Meet one-to-one
9
Follow up after
initial interaction
22
Make contact via
e-mail
25
Create action plan
29
Make telephone
contact
45
Utilize guide for
conversations
56
Send warning letters
or notices
85
Conduct group
meetings

at All
%

(6.1)
(7.8)

Frequencies/Percentages
Sometimes
Usually
Always
n
n
%
n
%
%
57 (50.0)
22 (19.3)
28 (24.6)
51 (44.3) 44 (38.3)
11
(9.6)

Mean
2.82
2.50

(19.1)

43

(37.4)

38

(33.0)

12

(10.4)

2.35

(21.6)
(25.2)

56
58

(48.3)
(50.4)

28
23

(24.1)
(20.0)

7
5

(6.0)
(4.4)

2.15
2.03

(39.5)

35

(30.7)

24

(21.0)

10

(8.8)

1.99

(48.7)

25

(21.7)

19

(16.5)

15

(13.0)

1.94

(74.6)

21

(18.4)

7

(6.1)

1

(0-9)

1.33

l=not at all, 2=sometimes, 3=usually, 4=always
Question 12f sought the extent to which residence life staff utilize some sort of
prepared materials to guide their conversations with residents. Nearly two thirds of
respondents (n=69, 60.5%) indicated residence life staff utilize some sort of prepared
materials, as indicated through responses of sometimes (n=35, 30.7%), usually (n=24,
21.0%), or always (n=10, 8.8%). Forty five institutions (39.5%) indicated staff did not
utilize prepared materials to guide their conversations with students.
Question 12g sought the extent to which residence life staff work with residents to
create an action plan to address areas of concern. Nearly four of every five institutions
(n=91, 78.4%) indicated this practice was utilized as indicated through responses of
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sometimes (n=56, 48.3%), usually (n=28, 24.1%), or always (n=7, 6.0%). Twenty five
respondents (21.6%) indicated they did not utilize this practice.
Question 12h sought the extent to which residence life staff had some sort of
follow up with residents after the initial contact. Most institutions (n=106, 92.2%)
indicated utilizing this practice as indicated through responses of sometimes (n=51,
44.3%), usually (n=44, 38.3%), or always (n=l 1, 9.6%). Nine respondents (7.8%)
indicated no follow up occurred after initial contact with residents.
Institutionalization and Partnerships
Specific aspects of institutionalization and partnerships in the program were
explored in question 9a-e. Respondents were asked to describe buy-in to their
institution's early warning midterm academic intervention program as it pertains to
partnerships and institutionalization of the program. Responses indicated the extent as
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent and 4=great extent.
Question 9a sought to learn the perceived strength of partnership between
academic and student affairs. Most respondents indicated at least some strength of
partnership (n=108, 95.5%) through responses of to a limited extent (n=31, 27.4%), to a
moderate extent (n=44, 38.9%), or to a great extent (n=33, 29.2%). Only 4.4% (n=5)
responded "not at all" to the perceived partnership between academic and student affairs.
Question 9b sought the extent to which the program is viewed as a formal
program on the respondent's campus. Only one respondent in ten (n=13, 11.2%)
indicated a perception that their program was not a formal program on their campus.
Most respondents (n=103, 88.8%) indicated a perceived level of formality in their
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program through responses of to a limited extent (n=36, 31.0%), to a moderate extent
(n=28, 24.1%), or to a great extent (n=39, 33.6%).
Question 9c sought the level at which faculty recognized the program on their
campus as a legitimate means of residence life staff supporting the academic interests of
students. More than a quarter of respondents (n=31, 27.0%) indicated a lack of such
recognition from faculty. The rest of the respondents indicated at least some recognition
from the faculty (n=84, 73.0%) through responses of to a limited extent (n=56, 48.7%), to
a moderate extent (n=18, 15.6%), or to a great extent (n=10, 8.7%).
Question 9d sought the perception of non-residence life staff at the university
considering participation in such programs as an important responsibility of the residence
life staff More than three quarters (n=87, 77.0%) of respondents indicated at least some
agreement through responses of to a limited extent (n=51, 45.1%), to a moderate extent
(n=28, 24.8%) or to a great extent (n=8, 7.1%). Twenty six respondents (23.0%)
indicated their program was not viewed by non-residence life staff as an important part of
the residence life staffs job responsibility on their campus.
Question 9e sought the perception of residence life staff as to the perceived
importance of participating in this program as part of their job responsibility. Residence
life staff overwhelmingly (n=l 12, 96.6%) perceived participation in such programs as an
important aspect of their job as indicated through responses of to a limited extent (n=28,
24.1%), to a moderate extent (n=46, 39.7%), or to a great extent (n=38, 32.8%). Only 4
institutions (3.4%) indicated not perceiving participation in such programs as an
important part of their job responsibility.
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Table 7 displays the frequencies and percentages listed from highest to lowest
mean. The highest mean score indicated residence life staff consider participation in the
program an important part of their job responsibility. By contrast, the lowest mean score
indicated programs were not recognized by faculty as a legitimate means of residence life
staff supporting the academic concerns of their students.
Table 7
Institutionalization and Partnerships
Extent programs
Not At All
n
(%)
4 (3.4)

Frequencies/Percentages
Limited
Moderate
Great
Extent
Mean
Extent
Extent
(%)
n
n
n
(%)
(%)
28 (24.1) 46 (39.7) 38 (32.8)
3.02

Considered important
job responsibility
by res life staff
Involve strong
5 (4.4)
31 (27.4) 44 (38.9)
partnership between
academic and
student affairs
13 (11.2)
36 (31.0) 28 (24.1)
Viewed as a formal
program
Considered important
26 (23.0)
51 (45.1) 28 (24.8)
job responsibility by
non-residence life
staff
31 (27.0)
56 (48.7)
18 (15.6)
Recognized by faculty
as a legitimate
academic support
program
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent

33

(29.2)

2.93

39

(33.6)

2.80

8

(7.1)

2.16

10

(8.7)

2.06

Warning Information Timing and Details
Survey question 11 sought respondents' perceptions concerning the timing and
details of their program implementation. Responses were indicated as l=strongly
disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, and 4=strongly agree.
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Question 11a sought perceptions that the information denoting poor or failing
midterm grades was made available to residence life staff early enough in the semester to
permit time for residents to have a chance of changing the poor or failing grades. The
majority of respondents (n=80, 68.9%) indicated some level of agreement through
responses of agree (n=57, 49.1%) or strongly agree (n=23, 19.8%). This was opposed to
those who demonstrated a level of disagreement (n=36, 31.1%), as indicated through
responses of disagree (n=21, 18.1%) or strongly disagree (n=15, 12.9%).
Question l i b sought perceptions that midterm warning information contained
enough information for residence life staff to work with residents to affect change with
specific academic issues. Respondents demonstrated a negative perception (n=68, 58.6%)
through responses of disagree (n=46, 39.7%) and strongly disagree (n=22, 18.9%). Some
institutions (n=48, 41.4%) demonstrated agreement as indicated through responses of
agree (n=34, 29.3%) and strongly agree (n=14,12.1%).
Table 8 displays frequencies and percentages regarding the timing and level of
details with existing warning notices.
Table 8
Warning Information Timing and Details
Warning information:

Provides enough time to
affect positive change
Offers adequate
information to target
issue or concern

Frequencies/Percentages
Strongly
Disagree
n
(%)
15 (12.9)

Disagree
n
(%)
21 (18.1)

Agree
n
(%)
57 (49.1)

Strongly
Agree
n
(%)
23 (19.8)

22

46

34

14

(18.9)

(39.7)

(29.3)

(12.1)

Mean
2.76
2.34
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Assessment of Student Concerns
Question 13 sought the extent to which residence life staff assessed the areas of
difficulty or concern with residents who are receiving a poor or failing midterm grade.
Responses indicated the extent as l=not at all, 2=sometimes, 3=usually, and 4=always.
Question 13a sought the extent to which residence life staff assessed study habits
and the resident's knowledge of effective study habits as a cause for poor academic
performance. Four of every five institutions (n=93, 80.2%) indicated some use of this
practice through responses of sometimes (n=46, 39.7%), usually (n=37, 31.9%), or
always (n=10, 8.6%). Nearly twenty percent of respondents (n=23,19.8%) indicated this
was not a practice in their programs.
Question 13b sought the extent to which residence life staff explored the
possibility that personal issues could be negatively affecting academic performance.
Most institutions (n=l 10, 94.8%) utilized this practice as indicated through responses of
sometimes (n=34, 29.3%), usually (n=53, 45.7%), or always (n=23, 19.8%). Slightly
more than five percent of responding institutions (n=6, 5.2%) did not seek to assess
potential personal issues as a means for poor academic performance.
Question 13c sought the extent to which residence life staff assessed for a
possible learning disability as the cause of poor academic performance. Two thirds of
respondents (n=77, 66.4%) indicated this was a practice at their institution through
responses of sometimes (n=52, 44.8%), usually (n=23, 19.8%), or always (n=2, 1.7%).
Thirty nine respondents (33.6%) indicated they did not assess for potential learning
disabilities.
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Question 13d sought the extent to which residence life staff assessed potential
roommate issues as a cause for poor academic performance. Most institutions (n=l 12,
96.6%) indicated some level of assessment of roommate issues through responses of
sometimes (n=29, 25.0%), usually (n=50, 43.1%), or always (n=33, 28.4%). Only 4
institutions (3.4%) reported not assessing potential roommate issues as a cause for poor
academic performance.
Question 13e sought the extent to which residence life staff assessed how
potential financial concerns may negatively affect academic performance. Most
institutions (n=107, 93.0%) indicated this was a practice as indicated through responses
of sometimes (n=53,46.1%), usually (n=39, 33.9%), or always (n=8, 7.0%). Fifteen
institutions (13.0%) indicated this was not a practice at their institution.
Question 13f sought the extent to which residence life staff assessed how
potential family issues or concerns at home may affect academic performance. Most
institutions (n=l 10, 96.5%) indicated some level of such assessment through responses of
sometimes (n=50, 43.9%), usually (n=50, 43.9%), or always (n=10, 8.8%). Only 4
institutions (3.5%) indicated this was not a practice at their institution.
Questions 13g sought the extent to which residence life staff assessed how student
concerns with choice of major, commitment to major, or future plans may affect
academic performance. Most institutions (n=103, 90.3%) indicated their residence life
staff included this in their intervention through responses of sometimes (n=60, 52.6%),
usually (n=37, 32.5%), or always (n=6, 5.3%). Nearly one in ten institutions (n=l 1,
9.7%) indicated this was not part of their assessment with student interventions.
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Table 9 displays frequencies and percentages as ranked by highest to lowest mean
with roommate issues being the most frequently assessed concern and potential learning
disabilities being the least.
Table 9
Assessment of Student Concerns
Extent residence life
staff assess:
Not at all
n
(%)
Roommate issues
Personal issues
Home/family
issues
Financial concerns
Concerns with
choice of major
Study habits
Learning
Disabilities

Frequencies/Percentages
Sometimes
Usually
n

Always

Mean

4
6
4

(3.4)
(5.2)
(3.5)

29
34
50

(25.0)
(29.3)
(43.9)

50
53
50

(43.1)
(45.7)
(43.9)

33
23
10

(28.4)
(19.8)
(8.8)

2.97
2.80
2.58

15
11

(13.0)
(9.7)

53
60

(46.1)
(52.6)

39
37

(33.9)
(32.5)

8
6

(7.0)
(5.3)

2.35
2.33

23
39

(19.8)
(33.6)

46
52

(39.7)
(44.8)

37
23

(31.9)
(19.8)

10
2

(8.6)
(1.7)

2.29
1.90

l=not at all, 2=sometimes, 3=usually, 4=always
Research Question 3
Research question 3 asked "What successes are being reported for such
programs?" Questions 14-17 examined the ways in which student success or progress as
a result of the program is measured in terms of program assessment and program
outcomes.
Program Assessment Strategies
Questions 14a-d sought the extent to which various indicators of student success
were measured as a result of students' participation in the program. Respondents
indicated the extent through responses of l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate
extent, 4=great extent and 5=1 don't know.
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Question 14a sought the extent to which intuitions compared students' overall
midterm and end of semester grade point averages for differences. Over half of the
respondents (n=72, 62.6%) utilized this means of assessment, as indicated through
responses of to a limited extent (n=23, 20.0%), to a moderate extent (n=29, 25.2%), or to
a great extent (n=20, 17.4%). Twenty three respondents (20.0%) indicated not assessing
this means, and the remaining respondents (n=20, 17.4%) indicated uncertainty of this
practice.
Question 14b sought the extent to which the specific course grades for individual
students at the time of midterms and end of semester times were compared for
differences. Half of the respondents (n=63, 54.8%) indicated comparing grades as a
means of program effectiveness through responses of (n=23, 20.0%) to a limited extent,
22.6% (n=26) to a moderate extent, and 12.2% (n=14) to a great extent. Thirty one
institutions (27.0%) indicated this was not a practice on their campus and 21 respondents
(18.3%) indicated uncertainty of the practice.
Question 14c asked for the extent to which the opinions of the students
participating in the program were sought as a means of assessing the program's
effectiveness. Over half of the respondents (n=72, 62.6%) indicated some level of
seeking resident participants' opinions through responses of to a limited extent (n=39,
33.9%), to a moderate extent (n=19, 16.5%), or to a great extent (n=14, 12.2%). Thirty
three respondents (28.7%) indicated this was not a practice at their institution, while 10
(8.7%) indicated uncertainty of this practice.
Question 14d asked for the extent to which the opinions of the faculty/staff
participating in the program were sought as a means of assessing the program's
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effectiveness. Nearly two thirds of respondents (n=74, 64.9%) indicated some level of
such assessment through responses of to a limited extent (n=30, 26.3%), to a moderate
extent (n=25, 21.9%), or to a great extent (n=19, 16.7%). Nearly a quarter of respondents
(n=27, 23.7%) indicated this was not a practice on their campus, and 13 respondents
(11.4%) indicated uncertainty of this practice.
Table 10 displays the frequencies and percentages of responses, as ranked from
highest to lowest mean (excluding "I don't know" responses), with the practice of
comparing students' midterm and end of semester grade point average being the most
frequent means of assessment and solicitation of resident opinions being the least
frequently utilized.
Table 10
Program Assessment Strategies
Frequencies/Percentages
Limited
Not at all
extent
n
(%)
n
(%)
23 (20.0) 23 (20.0)

Moderate
Great
I don't
extent
extent
know
Mean*
n
(%)
n
(%)
n
(%)
29 (25.2) 20 (17.4) 20 (17.4)
2.92

Students mid and
end GPA
compared
Course specific
31 (27.0) 23 (20.0) 26 (22.6) 14 (12.2) 21 (18.3)
mid and end
GPA compared
Faculty/staff
27 (23.7) 30 (26.3) 25 (21.9) 19 (16.7) 13 (11.4)
opinions
Resident opinions 33 (28.7) 39 (33.9) 19 (16.5) 14 (12.2) 10 (8.7)
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent, 5=1 don't know
* Excludes "I don't know" responses

2.75
2.66
2.38

Open-ended survey question 15 stated: "Please describe any other measures being
used to assess the effectiveness of your university's early warning midterm academic
intervention program." The researcher typed up each response verbatim and after
multiple readings of all responses, themes were found among the responses given by the
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senior housing officers. This allowed the researcher to create four categories to best
describe the types of responses given: Checking or comparing grades, retention from one
semester to the next, anecdotal evidence from students and staff, and still developing an
assessment plan for program effectiveness. A total of 18 responses were given to this
question with all items listed in Appendix D.
Each response was placed into one of the four categories. Of those responses,
"retention" (n=6, 33.3%) and "still developing" were the most common (n=6, 33.6%).
The retention responses included "retention rates of FTIACS," "annual retention study,"
and "completion of an end of semester report for non-returning students that include
among other things mid-term, fourth week and student support system issues."
"Anecdotal assessment" (n=4, 22.2%) was the next most popular category where
"grades" (n=2, 11.1%) was the least frequent response. "Anecdotal assessment"
responses included "the committee itself is reviewing the program" and "a comparison of
conduct check with early warning alerts."
Table 11 displays the frequencies and percentages of open-ended responses to
other means of assessing program effectiveness.
Table 11
Open-ended Responses to Other Means of Assessing Program Effectiveness

Responses
Retention from one semester to the next
Still developing an assessment plan
Anecdotal evidence from students and staff
Checking and comparing grades
Total Responses

Frequencies/Percentages
n
(%)
6
33.3
6
33.3
4
22.2
2
11.1
18
100.0
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Program Outcomes
Survey question 16 sought the extent to which institutions were reporting success
with the program on their campus. Responses indicated the extent as l^not at all,
2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent and 5=1 don't know.
Question 16a sought the extent to which respondents felt residents were
succeeding academically as a result of the program. Over three-fourths of respondents
(n=93, 80.2%) indicated some level of success through responses of to a limited extent
(n=26, 22.4%), to a moderate extent (n=58, 50.0%), or to a great extent (n=9, 7.8%).
Only one institution (0.9%) indicated "not at all," and 22 institutions (19%) indicated "I
don't know."
Question 16b sought the extent to which residents demonstrated a greater
emphasis on studying as a result of the program. The majority of respondents (n=92,
79.3%) indicated positive results through responses of to a limited extent (n=43, 37.1%),
to a moderate extent (n=40, 34.5%), or to a great extent (n=9, 7.8%). Only two
institutions (1.7%) indicated "not at all," and 22 respondents (19.0%) indicated "I don't
know."
Question 16c sought the extent to which participation in the program enhanced
the professional development of their residence life staff. Most respondents (n=96,
84.2%) indicated positive responses of to a limited extent (n=28, 24.6%), to a moderate
extent (n=43, 37.7%), or to a great extent (n=25, 21.9%). Eleven institutions (9.7%)
indicated participation in the program did not enhance the professional development of
their staff, while 7 institutions (6.1%) responded "I don't know."

Question 16d sought the extent to which the implementation of the program
developed a better relationship between residence life staff and residents. Most
respondents (n=104, 91.2%) indicated positive results through responses of to a limited
extent (n=20, 17.5%), to a moderate extent (n=51, 44.7%), or to a great extent (n=33,
28.9%). Only one institution (0.9%) indicated "not at all," and 9 institutions (7.9%)
indicated "I don't know."
Question 16e sought the extent to which respondents felt the program fostered
greater collaboration between student and academic affairs. Most respondents (n=99,
87.6%) indicated it did to at least some extent through responses of to a limited extent
(n=17, 15.0%), to a moderate extent (n=38, 33.6%), or to a great extent (n=44, 38.9%).
Four institutions (3.5%) indicated "not at all," while 10 institutions (8.8%) indicated "I
don't know."
Question 16f sought the extent to which participation in the program created a
greater understanding for residence life staff in their role in the holistic development of
students. Most respondents (n=99, 86.1%) indicated a greater understanding through
responses of to a limited extent (n=24, 20.9%), to a moderate extent (n=41, 35.7%), or to
a great extent (n=34, 29.6%). Six institutions (5.2%) indicated this was not the case, and
10 institutions (8.7%) responded "I don't know."
Table 12 displays frequencies and percentages, as ranked from highest to lowest
mean (excluding "I don't know" responses), with "greater collaboration between student
and academic affairs" and "residence life staff having better relationships with students"
being the two most perceived outcomes. "Enhanced professional development of staff
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and "students' greater emphasis on studying" were the least frequently perceived
program outcomes.
Table 12
Program Outcomes
Frequencies/Percentages

Greater
collaboration
Student and
Acad. Affairs
Better relationship
with residents
Greater
understanding of
role in student
development
Resident academic
success
Enhanced
professional
development of
staff
Greater emphasis
on studying

Not at all

Limited
extent

n

n

4

(%)
(3.5)

17

(%)
(15.0)

1

(0.9)

20

6

(5.2)

1

Moderate
extent

n

Great
extent

n

I don't
know
n
(%)
10
(8.8)

Mean*

38

(%)
(33.6)

44

(%)
(38.9)

(17.5)

51

(44.7)

33

(28.9)

9

(7.9)

3.10

24

(20.9)

41

(35.7)

34

(29.6)

10

(8.7)

2.98

(0.9)

26

(22.4)

58

(50.0)

9

(7.8)

22

(19.0)

2.80

11

(9.7)

28

(24.6)

43

(37.7)

25

(21.9)

7

(6.1)

2.77

2

(1.7)

43

(37.1)

40

(34.5)

9

(7.8)

22

(19.0)

2.60

3.18

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent, 5=1 don't know
* Excludes "I don't know" responses
Open-ended survey question 17 stated: Please describe any other successes with
an early warning midterm academic intervention program that may have occurred on
your campus. The researcher typed up each response verbatim and after multiple readings
of all responses, themes were found among the responses given by the senior housing
officers. This allowed the researcher to create four categories to best describe the types of
responses given: Program improvement, retention, improved student academic
performance, and other non-success specific response. A total of 14 responses were given
to this question with all items listed in Appendix D.
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Each response was placed into one of the four categories. Of those responses,
"other non-success specific" had the most (n=9, 64.3%) including "I'm not sure the
faculty know or are told what we do, "it's new, have not been through assessment yet,"
and "we use in conjunction with disciplinary concerns as well." Two SHOs (14.3%)
reported success in "improved student academic performance" including "study programs
increased" and "seeing students return after having a rough time." Program improvement
had 2 responses (14.3%) including ".. .these interactions have helped build credibility for
our department." Retention had one response (7.1%) in which the SHO reported
increased retention rates and grades. Table 13 displays the group response frequencies
and percentages.
Table 13
Open-ended Responses to Other Program Success

Responses
Other non-success specific responses
Improved student academic performance
Program improvement
Retention
Total Responses

Frequencies/Percentages
n
(%)
9
64.3
2
14.3
2
14.3
1
7.1
14
100.0

Research Question 4
Research question four asks "What key barriers related to the implementation of
such programs are being reported for (a) institutions that have such programs in place and
(b) institutions that do not have such programs in place?" Similarities and differences
were examined across four categories of respondents: Institutions that indicated an early
warning midterm academic intervention program existed on their campus where
residence life staff were involved in its implementation; institutions that indicated an early
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warning midterm academic intervention program existed on their campus but residence
life staff were not involved in its implementation; institutions that indicated an early
warning midterm academic intervention program did not exist on their campus; and
institutions that demonstrated uncertainty concerning the existence of an early warning
midterm academic intervention program on their campus.
Survey questions 18a-e sought to determine the extent barriers existed in the
implementation of such programs. Responses indicated the level of agreement to five
barriers as l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, and 4=strongly agree. Responses
are reported by institutions with early warning midterm academic intervention programs
which involve residence life staff, by institutions with programs which do not include
residence life staff, by institutions where SHOs indicated no program exists and by
institutions where SHOs responded "I don't know" to the existence of a program on their
campus.
Program Barriers for Programs with Residence Life Staff Involvement
SHOs from institutions with programs that include residence life staff
involvement overwhelmingly disagreed with the barrier statement "Student Affairs staff
have not sought to collaborate with Academic Affairs staff in providing an early warning
program" with 50% (n=57) of respondents indicating strongly disagree and 36% (n=41)
responding disagree. Only 16 respondents indicated agreement with the statement as
evidenced by responses of agree (n=l 1, 9.6%) and strongly agree (n=5, 4.4%).
Similarly, SHOs from such institutions overwhelmingly disagreed with the barrier
statement "Student Affairs leadership does not view collaboration with Academic Affairs
as a priority in providing an early warning program" through responses of strongly
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disagree (n=76, 66.7%) and disagree (n=34, 29.8%). This same respondent group
indicated little agreement with the statement through responses of agree (n=3, 2.6%), and
strongly agree (n=l, 0.9%).
SHOs from institutions with programs that involve residence life staff were more
evenly distributed in response to the barrier statement "there is a lack of understanding of
the importance of Student Affairs staff being involved in providing an early warning
program." More than half of respondents indicated disagreement with the statement as
indicated through responses of strongly disagree (n=32,28.1%) and disagree (n-38,
33.3%). Forty four respondents indicated agreement with the statement through responses
of agree (n=35, 30.7%) and strongly agree (n=9, 7.9%).
SHO responses from such institutions were similarly dispersed in response to the
barrier statement "Academic Affairs practitioners do not view Student Affairs
practitioners as equal partners in promoting students' academic success" as indicated
through responses of strongly disagree (n=17, 15.2%), disagree (n=36, 32.1%), agree
(n=38, 33.9%), and strongly agree (n=21, (18.8%).
SHOs at such institutions were slightly more in disagreement than agreement with
the barriers statement "There is a lack of resources available for an early warning
program" as indicated through responses of strongly disagree (n=25, 22.1%), disagree
(n=39, 34.5%), agree (n=41, 36.3%) and strongly agree (n=8, 7.1%).
Table 14 displays the frequencies and percentages, with "Academic Affairs does
not view Student Affairs as equal partners in promoting students' academic success"
being the most frequent barrier and "Student Affairs leadership does not view
collaboration with academic affairs as a priority in providing a program" as the least.
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Table 14
Program Barriers for Programs with Residence Life Staff Involvement
Program barriers
Strongly
Disagree
%
n
17 (15.2)

Frequencies/Percenta iges
Stro:ngly
Disagree
Agree
Agree
Mean
%
%
%
n
n
n
36 (32.1)
38 (33.9)
21 (18.8)
2.56

A.A. does not view
S.A. as equal
Partner
25
(22.1)
39 (34.5)
Lack of resources
Lack of
32
(28.1)
38 (33.3)
understanding for
S.A. staff
involvement
S.A. has not sought
57
(50.0)
41 (36.0)
to partner with
Academic Affairs
76
(66.7)
34 (29.8)
Collaboration not a
priority for
Student Affairs
Leadership
l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly

41
35

(36.3)
(30.7)

8
9

(7.1)
(7.9)

2.28
2.18

11

(9.6)

5

(4.4)

1.68

3

(2.6)

1

(0.9)

1.38

agree

Program Barriers for Programs without Residence Life Staff Involvement
The majority of SHOs from institutions that have programs but whose programs
do not involve residence life staff disagreed with the barrier statement "Student Affairs
staff have not sought to collaborate with Academic Affairs staff in providing an early
warning program." Twenty eight respondents (41.8%) indicated strongly disagree and 18
(26.9%) indicating disagree. Nineteen respondents (28.4%) indicated agreement with the
statement and only 2 (3.0%) responded strongly agree.
SHOs from such institutions overwhelmingly disagreed with the barrier statement
"Student Affairs leadership does not view collaboration with Academic Affairs as a
priority in providing an early warning program" as indicated through responses of
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strongly disagree (n=44, 65.7%) and disagree (n=19, 28.4%). Only 4 SHOs (6.0%)
responded agree and none of the respondents (n=0, 0.0%) indicated strongly agree.
SHOs from such institutions were more evenly distributed in response to the
barrier statement "there is a lack of understanding of the importance of Student Affairs
staff being involved in providing an early warning program" although more indicated
agreement than disagreement. Seventeen respondents (25.4%) indicated strongly disagree
while 10 (14.9%) indicated disagree. Nearly half of respondents (n=31, 46.3%) indicated
agree with 9 (13.4%) indicating strongly agree.
SHO responses from such institutions indicated more agreement to the barrier
statement "Academic Affairs practitioners do not view Student Affairs practitioners as
equal partners in promoting students' academic success" through responses of strongly
disagree (n=5, 7.5%), and disagree (n=19, 28.4%). More than half of respondents (n=36,
53.7%) indicated agreement with the statement and 7 (10.4%) responded strongly agree.
SHOs at such institutions were slightly more in disagreement than agreement with
the barriers statement "there is a lack of resources available for an early warning
program" as indicated through responses of strongly disagree (n=12, 17.9%), disagree
(n=27,40.3%), agree (n=23, 34.3%) and strongly agree (n=5, 7.5%). Table 15 displays
the frequencies and percentages of responses to barriers from programs without residence
life staff involvement with "Academic Affairs does not view Student Affairs as equal
partners in promoting students' academic success" being the most frequent barrier and
"Student Affairs leadership does not view collaboration with Academic Affairs as a
priority in providing a program" the least.
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Table 15
Program Barriers for Programs without Residence Life Staff Involvement
Program barriers
Strongly
Disagree
%
n
(7.5)

Frequencies/Percentages
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
Agree
Mean
%
%
n
%
n
n
19 (28.4)
36 (53.7)
7 (10.4)
2.67

A.A. does not view
S.A. as equal
Partner
Lack of
17 (25.4)
10 (14.9)
understanding for
S.A. staff
involvement
12 (17.9)
27 (40.3)
Lack of resources
28
(41.8)
18 (26.9)
S.A. has not sought
to partner with
Academic Affairs
Collaboration not a
44
(65.7)
19 (28.4)
priority for
Student Affairs
Leadership
l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly

31

(46.3)

9

(13.4)

2.48

23
19

(34.3)
(28.4)

5
2

(7.5)
(3.0)

2.31
1.93

4

(6.0)

0

(0.0)

1.40

agree

Program Barriers for Institutions with No Program
The majority of SHOs from institutions that have no program disagreed with the
barrier statement "Student Affairs staff have not sought to collaborate with Academic
Affairs staff in providing an early warning program" as indicated by 18 (26.9%)
responding strongly disagree and 32 (47.8%) responding disagree. Twelve respondents
(17.9%) indicated agreement with the statement and 5 (7.5%) responded strongly agree.
SHOs from such institutions overwhelmingly disagreed with the barrier statement
"Student Affairs leadership does not view collaboration with Academic Affairs as a
priority in providing an early warning program" as indicated through responses of
strongly disagree (n=40, 59.7%) and disagree (n=23, 34.3%). Three SHOs (4.5%)
responded agree and only one of the respondents (1.5%) indicated strongly agree.
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SHOs from such institutions were more evenly distributed in response to the
barrier statement "there is a lack of understanding of the importance of Student Affairs
staff being involved in providing an early warning program." Ten respondents (15.2%)
indicated strongly disagree while 23 (34.8%) indicated disagree. Nineteen respondents
(28.8%) indicated agree and 14 (21.2%) indicated strongly agree.
Table 16 displays the frequencies and percentages of responses to barriers from
universities without programs with a" lack of resources" being the most frequent
perceived barrier and "Student Affairs leadership does not view collaboration with
Academic Affairs as a priority in providing a program" the least.
Table 16
Program Barriers for Institutions with No Program
Program barriers
Strongly
Disagree
%
n
5
(7.5)
8
(11.9)

Frequencies/Percentages
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
Agree
Mean
%
%
%
n
n
18 (26.9)
29 (43.3)
15 (22.4)
2.81
14 (20.9)
34 (50.7)
11 (16.4)
2.72

Lack of resources
A.A. does not view
S.A. as equal
Partner
Lack of
10
(15.2)
23 (34.8)
understanding for
S.A. staff
involvement
S.A. has not sought
18
(26.9)
32 (47.8)
to partner with
Academic Affairs
Collaboration not a
40
(59.7)
23 (34.3)
priority for
Student Affairs
Leadership
l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly

19

(28.8)

14

(21.2)

2.56

12

(17.9)

5

(7.5)

2.06

3

(4.5)

1

(1.5)

1.48

agree

SHO responses from such institutions indicated more agreement to the barrier
statement "Academic Affairs practitioners do not view Student Affairs practitioners as
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equal partners in promoting students' academic success" through responses of strongly
disagree (n=8, 11.9%), and disagree (n=14, 20.9%). Half of the respondents (n=34,
50.7%) indicated agreement with the statement and 11 (16.4%) responded strongly agree.
SHOs at such institutions agreed more than not with the barriers statement "There
is a lack of resources available for an early warning program" as indicated through
responses of strongly disagree (n=5, 7.5%), disagree (n=18, 26.9%), agree (n=29, 43.3%)
and strongly agree (n=15, 22.4%).
Program Barriers for Institutions where the Existence of a Program is Unknown by the
Senior Housing Officer
Institutions whose SHOs were unsure of the existence of a program on their
campus responded to the barrier statement "Student Affairs staff have not sought to
collaborate with Academic Affairs staff in providing an early warning program" slightly
more in disagreement as indicated through responses of strongly disagree (n=4, 19.0%)
and disagree (n=8, 38.1%) where 6 (28.6%) indicated agree and 3 (14.3%) responded
strongly agree.
SHOs from such institutions overwhelmingly disagreed with the barrier statement
"Student Affairs leadership does not view collaboration with Academic Affairs as a
priority in providing an early warning program" as indicated through responses of
strongly disagree (n=9, 40.9%) and disagree (n=8, 36.4%). One SHO (4.5%) responded
agree and 4 respondents (18.2%) indicated strongly agree.
SHOs from such institutions were in generally agreement with the barrier
statement "there is a lack of understanding of the importance of Student Affairs staff
being involved in providing an early warning program." Three respondents (14.3%)
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indicated strongly disagree while 4 (19.0%) indicated disagree. Seven respondents
(33.3%) indicated agree and 7 (33.3%) indicated strongly agree.
SHO responses from such institutions indicated some agreement to the barrier
statement "Academic Affairs practitioners do not view Student Affairs practitioners as
equal partners in promoting students' academic success" through responses of strongly
disagree (n=l, 4.8%), and disagree (n=7, 33.3%). Six respondents (28.6%) indicated
agreement with the statement and 7 (33.3%) responded strongly agree.
SHOs at such institutions were more evenly dispersed in response to the barriers
statement "there is a lack of resources available for an early warning program." One SHO
responded strongly disagree (4.8%) where 10 responded disagree (47.6%). Six
respondents (28.6%) indicated agree and 4 (19.0%) responded strongly agree.
Table 17 displays the frequencies and percentages of responses of program
barriers from universities where the existence of a program is unknown by the senior
housing officer, with "Academic Affairs does not view Student Affairs as equal partners
in promoting students' academic success" being the most frequent barrier and "Student
Affairs leadership does not view collaboration with academic affairs as a priority in
providing a program" the least.
Table 17
Program Barriers for Institutions where the Existence of a Program is Unknown by the
Senior Housing Officer
Program barriers

A.A. does not view
S.A. as equal
Partner

Strongly
Disagree
n
%
1
(4.8)

Frequencies/Percentages
Strongly
Disagree
Agree
Agree
n
%
n
%
n
%
7 (33.3)
6 (28.6)
7 (33.3)

Mean
2.90
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Table 17-Continued
Strongly
Disagree
%
n
3
(14.3)

Disagree
%
n
4 (19.0)

Agree
%
n
7 (33.3)

Lack of
understanding for
S.A. staff
Involvement
Lack of resources
1
(4.8)
10 (47.6)
6 (28.6)
S.A. has not sought
4
(19.0)
8 (38.1)
6 (28.6)
to partner with
Academic Affairs
Collaboration not a
9
(40.9)
8 (36.4)
1
(4.5)
priority for
Student Affairs
Leadership
l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree

Strongly
Agree
Mean
%
n
7 (33.3)
2.86

4
3

(19.0)
(14.3)

2.62
2.38

4

(18.2)

2.00

In summary of the program barriers data, a review of the overall means by the
existence of programs reveals the frequency of barriers increases with the decrease in
program existence. In other words, those institutions with more involvement have fewer
perceived barriers to programs' existence. Institutions whose senior housing officers were
uncertain of the existence of programs indicated the greatest perceived barriers in all but
the "lack of resources" barrier. Table 18 displays the means of program barrier responses.
Table 18
Program Barriers
Program Barriers
Student Affairs has not sought to partner
with Academic Affairs

Collaboration not priority for Student
Affairs leadership

Means
Program exist on your campus
Yes with res life staff involved
Yes without res life involved
No program
Don't know
Yes with res life staff involved
Yes without res life involved
No program
Don't know

Mean
1.68
1.93
2.06
2.38
1.38
1.40
1.48
2.00
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Table 18-Continued
Program exist on your campus
Yes with res life staff involved
staff involvement
Yes without res life involved
No program
Don't know
Academic Affairs does not view Student
Yes with res life staff involved
Affairs as equal partner
Yes without res life involved
No program
Don't know
Yes with res life staff involved
Lack of resources
Yes without res life involved
No program
Don't know
l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree

Mean
2.18
2.48
2.56
2.86
2.56
2.67
2.72
2.90
2.28
2.31
2.81
2.62

Other Barriers
Open-ended survey question 19 stated: What other barriers to implementing an
early warning midterm academic intervention program exist on your campus? The
researcher typed up each response verbatim and after multiple readings of all responses,
themes were found among the responses given by the senior housing officers. This
allowed the researcher to create eight categories to best describe the types of responses
given: Academic affairs does not view student affairs as equal partner, lack of
understanding for student affairs staff involvement, lack of resources, collaboration not a
priority for student affairs leadership, lack of academic affairs participation, access to
information, other, and program still under development. A total of 83 responses were
given to this question with all items listed in Appendix D.
Each response was placed into one of the eight categories. Of those responses,
"lack of academic affairs involvement" was the most frequent (n=29, 34.9%) with
comments including "faculty buy in," "(faculty's) view is that the weak student would
not pay attention to midterm grade anyway," and "bargaining unit contracts." "Lack of
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resources" was the second most frequent response category (n=15, 18.1) with comments
including "there are not enough resources available for a more effective (program)" and
"staff, money, lack of effective advisors." The third most frequent response group was
"access to information" (n=14, 16.9%) with comments including "...not understanding
FERPA and thinking...student information can not be shared," and "student affairs
having access to grades." An equal number of responses were received for categories
"lack of understanding for student affairs staff involvement" (n=7, 8.4%) and "other"
(n=7, 8.4%). Responses for the lack of understanding category included "there has to be a
silo free partnership between student affairs and academic affairs..." and "the process is
"owned" by the academic side.. .they have not.. .opened up the process for possible
assistance from...student affairs." The sixth category was "academic affairs does not
view student affairs as equal partner" (n=4, 4.8%) with responses such as "we don't
actually get as much support from academic affairs" and "a certain person.. .who
oversees the.. .program is so close minded regarding the benefit of involving student
affairs." Response category "collaboration not a priority for student affairs leadership"
also had 4 responses (4.8%) with comments including "both sectors have not worked out
how to speak to each other" and "no coordinating body to drive the process..." The last
response category "program still under development" (n=3, 3.6%) demonstrated that
some program barriers were the result of a lack of definition to a program that was just
getting started. Comments included "we are currently working on a (program) with
undergraduate admissions and Title X for 2009."
Table 19 displays the frequencies and percentages of response groups on other
barriers to program implementation.
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Table 19
Open-ended Responses to Other Barriers to Implementing Programs

Response groups
Lack of academic affairs involvement
Lack of resources
Access to information
Lack of understanding to student affairs involvement
Other
Academic affairs does not view student affairs as
equal partner
Collaboration not a priority for student affairs
leadership
Program still under development
Total Responses

Frequencies/Percentages
n
(%)
29
34.9
15
18.1
14
16.9
7
8.4
7
8.4
4
4.8
4

4.8

3
83

3.6
100.0

Research Question 5
Research question five asks "what are the differences in such programs and
related issues when broken down by public and private institutions, various enrollments,
and housing occupancies?"
Differences between Public and Private Institutions
Responses from survey question 20, institution type, created four groups. Results
included four-year public institution (n=157), four-year private institution (n=100), twoyear public institution (n=13), and two-year private institution (n=0). Due to the low
number of responses in each of the two-year institution categories, the analysis between
public and private institutions occurred exclusively between 4-year institutions. Table 20
displays the frequencies and percentages for the existence of programs by institution
type.
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Table 20
Existence of Programs at Public and Private Institutions
Enrollment size
Yes
n

%

Frequencies/Percentages
No
n
%

Existence of program
Public
96
60.8
Private
78
78.0
Residence life involved
Public
60
62.5*
Private
65.4*
51
* % of those with academic intervention programs

47
17

29.7
17.0

36
27

37.5*
34.6*

I don't know
n
%
15
5

9.5
5.0

Core Aspects
The identification of core aspects sought to learn the extent to which certain
campus constituents were involved in planning programs, training implementers of
programs, and implementing programs.
Table 21 displays the means scores indicating level of involvement of six campus
constituents in planning such programs between public and private institutions.
Table 21
Level of Involvement in Planning Programs between Public and Private Institutions
Program planning involvement

Academic Affairs administrators including Dean's office(s)
Academic Advisors
Individual Professors
Academic Support Services/Tutoring Center
Personal Counseling Center
Residence Life Staff

Means
Institution type
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent

Mean
3.04
3.55
2.91
3.10
2.29
2.46
2.89
3.02
1.91
2.39
2.55
2.75
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Program Planning. The extent to which constituents were involved in planning
programs was explored in survey questions 3a-f. When compared by type of institution,
we see that constituents at private institutions are more likely to be involved in planning
the program on their campus than at public institutions.
A T-test was used to analyze the differences in means between public and private
institutions and the various constituents involved in planning various aspects of
intervention programs (Academic Affairs Administration including Dean's Office,
Academic Advisors, Individual Professors, Academic Support Services/Tutoring Center,
Personal Counseling Center and Residence Life Staff). A T-test is used to determine if
there is a difference in means between two groups (Hopkins, Hopkins, & Glass, 1996).
The grouping variable was institution type (0=public, l=private) and the test variables
were the various constituents. The results are displayed in table 22.
Table 22
T-test Results for Institution Type and Constituent Involvement in Planning
Institution type
public
private
t
3.04
Academic affairs administration
3.55 -3.179
(.981)
(.642)
Academic advisors
2.91
3.10 -1.008
(.944)
(.960)
Individual professors
2.29
2.46
-.933
(.948)
(.973)
Academic support services
2.89
3.02
-.636
(1.047)
(.979)
Personal counseling center
1.91
2.39 -2.662
(.872) (1.002)
Residence life staff
2.55
2.75 -1.067
(.891) (1.036)
* p = .05, Standard Deviations appear in parentheses below mean

df
106

sig
.021*

107

.946

104

.839

105

.420

106

.047*

109

.110
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Item personal counseling center showed a significant difference in means between
Institution Type0 M=1.91, SD=.S27 and Institution Typei M=2.39, £D=1.002 where the
counseling center at private institutions were significantly more involved in planning
intervention programs than at public institutions (t(106)=-2.662, p=.047).
Training Program Implementers. The identification of core aspects sought to
learn the extent to which certain campus constituents were involved in training
implementers of such programs through questions 5a-f. When compared by institution
type, we see that academic advisors and residence life staff were most involved at public
institutions. Academic Administrators, individual professors, academic support services
and personal counseling center were most involved on private campuses.
Table 23 displays the mean scores indicating level of involvement of six campus
constituents in training the implementers of their programs between public and private
institutions.
Table 23
Level of Involvement in Training Program Implementers between Public and Private
Institutions
Training program implementers

Means
Institution type
Academic Affairs administrators including Dean's office(s)
Public
Private
Public
Academic Advisors
Private
Public
Individual Professors
Private
Public
Academic Support Services/Tutoring Center
Private
Public
Personal Counseling Center
Private
Residence Life Staff
Public
Private
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent

Mean
2.31
2.71
2.22
2.04
1.43
1.59
2.53
2.64
1.51
1.76
2.13
1.82
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A T-test was used to determine if there were significant differences in means
between institution type (public and private) and the various constituents involved in
training those who implement intervention programs (Academic Affairs Administration
including Dean's Office, Academic Advisors, Individual Professors, Academic Support
Services/Tutoring Center, Personal Counseling Center and Residence Life Staff). Item
"personal counseling center" showed a significant difference between Institution Typeo
M=1.51, £D=.669 and Institution Typei M=1.76, 5D=.894 where the counseling center at
private institutions were more involved in training program implementers than at public
institutions (t(101)=-1.617, p=.031). No other constituent to institution type relationships
showed a significant difference in means in terms of training implementers of
intervention programs. Results are displayed in table 24.
Table 24
T-test Results for Institution Type and Constituent Involvement in Training Program
Implementers
Institution type
public
private
t
3.04
3.55 -1.838
Academic affairs administration
(.642)
(.981)
2.22
2.04
.845
Academic advisors
(1.124)
(1.076)
1.43
1.59 -1.117
Individual professors
(.814)
(.605)
2.53
2.64
-.511
Academic support services
(1.120)
(1.139)
1.51
1.76 -1.617
Personal counseling center
(.894)
(.669)
2.13
1.82
1.498
Residence life staff
(.953)
(1.113)
* p = .05, Standard Deviations appear in parentheses below mean

df
103

sig
.468

102

.969

100

.060

103

.898

101

.031*

105

.202

Involvement in Implementing Programs. The identification of core aspects sought
to learn the extent to which certain campus constituents were involved in implementing
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programs through questions 7a-f. When compared by institution type, we see that
generally the constituents at private institutions are more involved in implementing their
program. This is true for all but the involvement of residence life staff who were most
involved at public institutions.
Table 25 displays the means scores indicating level of involvement of six campus
constituents in implementing programs between public and private institutions.
Table 25
Level of Involvement in Program Implementation between Public and Private Institutions
Program implementers

Means
Institution type
Academic Affairs administrators including Dean's office(s)
Public
Private
Academic Advisors
Public
Private
Individual Professors
Public
Private
Academic Support Services/Tutoring Center
Public
Private
Personal Counseling Center
Public
Private
Residence Life Staff
Public
Private
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent

Mean
2.57
3.25
2.86
3.18
2.38
2.69
3.00
3.06
1.77
2.36
2.89
2.84

A T-test was used to determine if there were significant differences in means
between institution type (public and private) and the various constituents involved in
implementing intervention programs (Academic Affairs Administration including Dean's
Office, Academic Advisors, Individual Professors, Academic Support Services/Tutoring
Center, Personal Counseling Center and Residence Life Staff). Item "personal counseling
center" showed a significant difference between institutional type Institution Typeo
M=\.ll, £D=.738 and Institution Typei M=2.36, £D=1.064 where the counseling center
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at private institutions were more involved in implementing programs than at public
institutions (t(104)=-3.356, p=.000). No other constituent to institution type relationships
showed a significant difference in means in terms of implementing intervention
programs. Results are displayed in table 26.
Table 26
T-test Results for Institution Type and Constituent Involvement in Implementing
Programs
Institution type
t
public
private
2.57
.325 -3.360
Academic affairs administration
(1.126)
(.935)
2.86
3.18 -1.627
Academic advisors
(.974)
(.999)
2.38
2.69 -1.614
Individual professors
(1.010)
(.933)
3.00
3.06
-.286
Academic support services
(.738)
(1.115)
1.77
2.36 -3.356
Personal counseling center
(1.064)
(.738)
2.89
2.84
.297
Residence life staff
(.838)
(.967)
* p = .05, Standard Deviations appear in parentheses below mean

df
103

sig
.066

105

.953

104

.391

103

.121

104

.000*

106

.297

Institutionalization and Partnerships
Specific aspects of institutionalization and partnerships in the program were
explored in questions 9a-e. Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which their
program was institutionalized or the strength of partnership in their institution's early
warning midterm academic intervention program.
Table 27 displays the mean scores indicating the extent in programs between
public and private institutions. Private institutions had higher mean scores on most items
indicating a strong partnership between academic and student affairs, program is viewed
as a formal program, program is recognized by faculty as a legitimate program and those
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outside of residence life view participation in the program as important for residence life
staff. However, residence life staff participation in programs was viewed as a more
important job function by those in residence life at public institutions.
Table 27
Level of Institutionalization and Partnership between Public and Private Institutions
Institutionalization and partnership

Means
Institution type
Involves strong partnership between academic and student\
Public
Private
affairs
Public
Is viewed as a formal program
Private
Is recognized as legitimate program by faculty
Public
Private
Public
Is considered important job function of res life staff by
Private
non-res life staff
Is considered important job function of res life staff by res
Public
Private
life staff
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent

Mean
2.62
3.24
2.42
3.14
1.88
2.24
2.03
2.29
3.02
2.98

A T-test was used to determine if there were significant differences in means
between institution type (public and private) and the various aspects of
institutionalization and partnerships (partnership between student and academic affairs,
viewed as a formal program, recognized by faculty as legitimate program, is considered
to be an important function of residence life by non-residence life staff, is considered to
be an important function of residence life staff by residence life staff). Item "is viewed as
a formal program..." showed a significant difference in means between institutional type
Institution Type0 M=2.42, £0=1.062 and Institution Typei M=3.14, £D=833 where the
private institutions demonstrated a much stronger impression of a formal program than
public institutions (t(108)=-3.914, p=.020). No other constituent to institution type
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relationships showed a significant difference in means in terms of program
institutionalization and partnership. Results are displayed in table 28.
Table 28
T-test Results for Institution Type and Program Institutionalization and Partnership

Involves strong partnership between
academic and student affairs
Is viewed as a formal program
Is recognized as legitimate program by
faculty
Is considered important job function of
res life staff by non-res life staff
Is considered important job function of
res life staff by res life staff

Institution type
public
private
3.24
2.62
(.744)
(.875)
2.42
3.14
(1.062)
(.833)
1.88
2.24
(.783)
(.947)
2.03
2.29
(.816)
(.890)
3.02
2.98
(.892)
(.813)

t
-3.927

df
106

sig
.067

-3.914

108

.020*

-2.182

107

.128

-1.523

105

.090

.225

108

.661

* p = .05, Standard Deviations appear in parentheses below mean
Information Flow
Specific aspects of information flow were explored in questions lOa-c.
Respondents were asked to describe how residence life staff obtained student
performance indicators to be able to target students for intervention.
Table 29 displays the mean scores indicating extent to which information is
obtained through various means by residence life staff. Public institutions were more
likely to receive midterm grade reports and residence life staff were more likely forced to
look up midterm grades. Private institutions were more likely to have residence life staff
receive copies of deficiency notices than public institutions.
A T-test was used to determine if there were significant differences in means
between institution type (public and private) and the various aspects of information flow.
A T-test did not determine any significant differences in means on these measures.
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Table 29
Information Flow between Public and Private Institutions
Information flow
Residence life staff receive midterm grade reports for their
Residents
Residence life staff receive copies of deficiency notices for
their residents
Residence life staff are forced to look up midterm grade
information for their residents
l=not at all, 2=yes for some residents, 3=yes for all residents

Means
Institution type
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private

Mean
1.76
1.71
7.69
1.88
7.39
1.35

Information Timing and Details
Specific aspects of information timing and details were explored in questions 11ab. Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which the timeliness of receiving
information was effective in providing interventions and the extent to which midterm
deficiency information was specific enough to target specific deficiencies.
Table 30 displays the mean scores indicating the extent. Private institutions were
more likely to receive midterm grade reports early enough to affect changes in final
grades and more likely to receive information that allowed residence life staff to target
specific issues than public institutions.
Table 30
Information Timing and Details between Public and Private Institutions
Information timing and details
Midterm academic warnings are available to residence life
staff early enough for them to work with residents to
improve their final grade
Midterm academic warnings offer adequate information for
residence life staff to work with residents to affect
academic issues
l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree

Means
Institution type
Public

Mean
2.62

Private

2.88

Public

"i'ii

Private

2.58

112
A T-test was used to determine if there were significant differences in means
between institution type (public and private) and the various aspects of information
timing and details (midterm academic warnings are available to residence life staff early
enough for residents to improve final grade and midterm academic warning offer
adequate information for residence life staff to work with residents to affect academic
issues). Both items showed significant differences in means between institutional type.
Institution Type0 M=2.62, SD=.976 and Institution Type] M=2.88, SD=.S49 where the
private institutions received midterm warnings in time for residence life staff to help
residents improve final grade (t(108)=-1.494, p=.026). Institution Typeo M=2.12,
SD=.825 and Institution Typei M=2.58, SD=.97l where the private institutions midterm
warnings contained adequate information for residence life staff to address specific issues
(t(108)=-2.706, p=.027). Results are displayed in table 31.
Table 31
T-test Results for Institution Type and Program Information Timing and Details

Midterm academic warnings are
available to residence life staff early
enough for them to work with residents
to improve their final grade
Midterm academic warning offer
adequate information for residence life
staff to work with residents to affect
academic issues

Institution type
public
private
2.62
2.88
(-976)
(.849)
2.12
(.825)

2.58
(-971)

t
-1.494

df
108

sig
.026*

-2.706

108

.027*

* p = .05, Standard Deviations appear in parentheses below mean
Intervention Strategies
Specific strategies used by residence life staff when providing interventions for
students receiving poor or failing midterm grades were explored in questions 12a-h.
Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which their program utilized the various
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strategies. Table 32 displays the mean scores indicating the extent between public and
private institutions. The results indicated that public institutions were generally more
likely to utilize the methods listed with the exception of making contact with residents via
e-mail.
Table 32
Intervention Strategies between Public and Private Institutions
Intervention strategies
Send warning letters or notices to such residents
Make contact with such residents via telephone
Make contact with such residents via e-mail
Conduct groups meetings with such residents
Conduct one to one meetings with such residents
Utilize some prepared materials to guide conversations with
Students
Work with residents to create an action plan to address areas
ofconcern
Follow up with residents some time after initial contact

Means
Institution type
Public
Private

Mean
2.20
1.58

Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private

2.08
2.00
2.34
2.37
1.51
1.14
2.93
2.67
2.21
1.71
2.29
1.94

Public
Private

2.56
2.36

l=not at all, 2=sometimes, 3=usually, 4=always
A T-test was used to determine if there were significant differences in means
between institution type (public and private) and the various aspects of intervention
strategy (send warning letters or notices to such residents, make contact with such
residents via telephone, make contact with such residents via e-mail, conduct groups
meetings with such residents, conduct one to one meetings with such residents, utilize
some prepared materials to guide conversations with students, work with residents to
create an action plan to address areas of concern, and follow up with residents some time
after initial contact).
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Three items showed significant differences in means by institutional type. Public
institutions were more likely to send warning letters or notices to residents receiving poor
or failing midterm grades Institution Typeo M=2.20, SD=1.141 and Institution Typei
Af=1.58, SEK906, (t(107)=3.118, p=.015). Public institutions were more likely to
conduct group meetings with such students Institution Typeo M=1.51, 5D=.751 and
Institution Typei M=1.14, £D=.408, (t(106)=3.051, p=.000). Public institutions were
more likely to conduct one-to-one meetings with such residents Institution Typeo
M=2.93, £D=.740 and Institution Type, M=2.67, SD=.899, (t(106)=1.641, p=.041).
Results are displayed in table 33.
Table 33
T-test Results for Intervention Strategies and Public and Private Institutions
Institution type
public
private
t
2.20
3.118
1.58
Send warning letters
(1.141)
(.906)
2.08
2.00
.559
Make contact via telephone
(.667)
(.904)
2.34
2.37
-.158
Make contact via e-mail
(.890)
(.937)
1.51
1.14
3.051
Conduct group meetings
(.751)
(.408)
2.93
2.67
1.641
Conduct one to one meetings
(.740)
(.899)
2.21
1.71
2.750
Utilize prepared materials
(.995)
(.901)
2.29
1.94
2.305
Create an action plan
(.811)
(.759)
2.56
2.36
1.340
Follow up after initial contact
(.726)
(.827)
* p = .05, Standard Deviations appear in parentheses below mean

df
107

sig
.015*

107

.111

107

.566

106

.000*

106

.041*

106

.302

108

.496

107

.483
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Student Concern Assessment
The extent to which residence life staff assess factors potentially affecting
students' academic performance were explored in questions 13a-g. Respondents were
asked to describe the extent to which their residence life staff sought to determine the
affect of various concerns. Table 34 displays the mean scores indicating the extent
between public and private institutions. The results indicated public institutions were
more likely to provide such an assessment on all items except the assessment of potential
personal issues.
Table 34
Student Concern Assessment between Public and Private Institutions
Student concern assessed
Study habits and knowledge of effective study habits
Potential personal issues
Potential learning disabilities
Potential issues with roommate(s)
Potential financial concerns
Potential family issues or concerns at home
Concerns regarding choice of major, commitment to major,
or future plans

Means
Institution Type
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private
Public
Private

Mean
2.36
2.20
2.71
2.86
1.88
1.84
2.97
2.94
2.36
2.27
2.63
2.47
2.34
2.33

l=not at all, 2=sometimes, 3=usually, 4=always
A T-test was used to determine if there were significant differences in means
between institution type (public and private) and the various student concerns assessed by
residence hall staff at the time of intervention (study habits, personal issues, learning
disabilities, roommate issues, financial concerns, family issues and concerns with choice
of major). One item showed significant differences in means between institutional type.
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Public institutions were more likely to assess issues with roommates Institution Typeo
M=2.97, SD=.165 and Institution Typei M=2.94, SD=.904, (t(108)=.157, p=.035). Results
are displayed in table 35.
Table 35
T-test Results for Student Concern Assessment and Public and Private Institutions
Institution type
public
t
private
Study habits
2.36
2.20
.929
(.961)
(.825)
Potential personal issues
2.71
2.86
-.966
(.811)
(.825)
Potential learning disabilities
1.88
1.84
.258
(.811)
(.731)
Potential issues with roommate(s)
2.97
2.94
.157
(.904)
(.765)
Potential financial concerns
2.36
2.27
.566
(.810)
(.802)
Potential family issues or concerns at
2.63
2.47
1.193
home
(.723)
(.674)
Concerns regarding choice of major,
2.34
2.33
.082
commitment to major, or future plans
(.715)
(.739)
p = .05, Standard Deviations appear in parentheses below mean

df
108

sig
.130

108

.887

108

.286

108

.035*

107

.581

106

.651

107

.853

Program Assessment
Specific strategies used to assess program effectiveness were explored in
questions 14a-d. Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which their program
utilized the various strategies for assessing program effectiveness. Table 36 displays the
mean scores indicating the extent between public and private institutions. The results did
not indicate a consistent pattern across groups, however, private institutions were more
likely to utilize three of the assessment techniques (compare midterm and end of semester
grade point average, compare course specific grades at midterm and end of semester, and
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seek opinions from faculty and staff on program effectiveness. Public institutions were
more likely to seek residents' opinions on program effectiveness.
Table 36
Program Assessment Strategies between Public and Private Institutions
Assessment strategy

Means
Institution Type
Individual residents' midterm and end of semester grade
Public
point averages are compared for differences
Private
Individual residents' course specific midterm and semester
Public
grades are compared for differences
Private
Residents opinions are sought to assess program
Public
effectiveness
Private
Faculty/staff opinions are sought to assess program
Public
effectiveness
Private
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
* Excludes "I don't know" responses

Mean*
2.28
2.78
2.02
2.46
2.28
1.91
2.25
2.40

A T-test was used to determine if there were significant differences in means
between institution type (public and private) and the various program effectiveness
measures. None of the items showed a significant difference in means.
Program Outcomes
The extent to which programs reported success was explored in questions 16a-f.
Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which they were experiencing success
with their program identified by certain measures. Table 37 displays the mean scores
indicating the extent between public and private institutions. The results indicated that
private institutions were experiencing greater success across most of the measures
however, public institutions indicated more success as program participation enhanced
the professional development of residence hall staff.
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Table 37
Program Outcomes between Public and Private Institutions
Program outcomes

Means
Enrollment size
Public
Resident academic success
Private
Public
Residents demonstrate a greater emphasis on studying
Private
Public
Enhanced professional development of residence life staff
Private
Public
Better relationship between residence life staff and residents
Private
Public
Greater collaboration between student and academic affairs
Private
Public
Grater understanding of residence life staff role in holistic
Private
student development
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
* Excludes "I don't know" responses

Mean*
2.74
2.83
2.47
2.66
2.85
2.73
3.09
3.11
2.96
3.42
2.94
3.04

A T-test was used to determine if there were significant differences in means
between institution type (public and private) and the various measures of program
success. None of the items showed a significant difference in means.
Program Barriers
The extent to which programs reported barriers to program implementation was
explored in questions 18a-e. Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which they
were experiencing certain barriers in implementing their program. SHO's from public
institutions consistently reported greater concern with each of the barriers than private
institutions.
Table 38 displays the mean scores indicating the extent between public and
private institutions.
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Table 38
Program Barriers between Public and Private Institutions
Barriers

Means
Enrollment size
Public
Student affairs staff have not sought to collaborate with
Private
academic affairs staff in providing an early warning program
Public
Student affairs leadership does not view collaboration with
Private
academic affairs as a priority in providing an early warning
program
Public
There is a lack of understanding of the importance of student
Private
affairs staff being involved in providing early warning
programs
Public
Academic affairs practitioners do not view student affairs
Private
practitioners as equal partners in promoting students'
academic success
There is a lack of resources available for an early warning
Public
program
Private
l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree

Mean
1.94
1.81
1.50
1.37
2.52
2.28
2.75
2.51
2.56
2.23

A T-test was used to determine if there were significant differences in means
between institution type (public and private) and the various barriers to program
implementation. One item showed significant differences in means between institutional
type. Public institutions were more likely to report student affairs leadership not viewing
collaboration with academic affairs as a priority in providing an early warning program
Institution Type0 M=1.50, 5D=.668 and Institution Typei M=1.37, SD=.563,
(t(251)=1.593, p=.024). Results are displayed in table 39.
Table 39
T-test Results for Program Barriers and Public and Private Institutions

Student affairs staff have not sought to
collaborate with academic affairs staff
in providing an early warning program

Institution type
public
private
1.94
1.81
(.888)
(.845)

t
1.150

df
251

sig
.774
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Table 39-Continued
Institution Type
private
public
1.37
1.50
(.668)
(.563)

t
1.593

Student affairs leadership does not view
collaboration with academic affairs as a
priority in providing an early warning
program
2.52
2.28
1.957
There is a lack of understanding of the
importance of student affairs staff
(.935)
(1.043)
being involved in providing early
warning programs
Academic affairs practitioners do not
2.75
2.51
2.163
view student affairs practitioners as
(.888)
(.879)
equal partners in promoting students'
academic success
There is a lack of resources available for
2.23
2.56
2.862
an early warning program
(.822)
(.907)
* p = .05, Standard Deviations appear in parentheses below mean

df
251

sig
.024

251

.113

249

.658

250

.162

In summary of the exploration of differences between public and private
institutions, private institutions were experiencing greater involvement, participation and
success with their intervention programs. The numbers of institutions in each category
were fairly similar with 60 public institutions and 51 private. The core aspects of the
program data indicated private institutions were more likely to have involvement from
most of the constituents identified in the survey in program planning, training program
implementers and in implementing the programs on their campuses.
In consideration of program institutionalization and partnership, private
institutions generally reported involvement to a greater extent than public institutions.
Private institutions reported significantly more agreement with questions of midterm
academic warning information being delivered early enough in the semester for residence
life staff to help residents improve their final grades. Similarly, the warning information
contained enough detail that residence life staff were able to help residents target specific
academic performance concerns. In a comparison of the specific strategies used by
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residence life staff to meet with students for the intervention, public institutions were
more likely to utilize each of the methods with the exception of making contact via email. These findings indicate residence life staff at public institutions were more likely to
make person-to-person contact with residents for the intervention to occur. When
residence life staff met with residents the public institutions were more likely to assess
specific areas of concern with the student with the exception of issues of potential
personal concerns.
In consideration of institutions assessing program effectiveness, private
institutions were more likely to utilize each of the methods with the exception of seeking
residents opinions on program effectiveness. Similarly, when considering successes of
participation in programs, SHOs at private institutions reported greater success in all
measures except the sense of enhanced professional development of the residence life
staff. Finally, In the examination of barriers to implementing programs, public
institutions reported more agreement with the barriers statements indicating private
institutions were experiencing fewer problems in program implementation.
Differences between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large Enrollments
Responses from survey question 21, total undergraduate enrollment, were sorted
and divided equally to create three groups. No common definition was found to
determine which levels of total undergraduate enrollment constituted small, medium, or
large institutions. Institutional sizes were therefore determined by splitting respondents
into three equal size groups. Results of the split indicated "small" size schools (n=91)
ranged from 250 to 3,500 total undergraduate student enrollment, total undergraduate
enrollment for "medium" size institutions (n=87) ranged from 3,501 to 9,700, and "large"
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size institutions (n=91) were represented by total undergraduate enrollments of 9,701 to
48,000. Table 40 displays the frequencies and percentages for the existence of programs
by total undergraduate institution enrollment category.
Table 40
Existence of Programs at Small, Medium, and Large Institutions by Enrollment Size
Enrollment size
Yes
n

%

Frequencies/Percentages
No
n
%

Existence of program
Small
75
82.4
Medium
51
58.6
Large
54
60.7
Residence life involved
Small
58
77.3*
Medium
22
43.1*
Large
34
63.0*
* % of those with academic intervention programs

13
27
26

14.3
31.0
29.2

17
29
20

22.7*
56.9*
37.0*

I don't know
n
%
3
9
9

3.3
10.3
10.1

Core Aspects
The identification of core aspects sought to learn the extent to which certain
campus constituents were involved in planning programs, training implementers of
programs, and implementing programs.
Program Planning. The extent to which constituents were involved in planning
programs was explored in survey questions 3a-f. When compared by institution
enrollment size, we see that the smaller the institution the more involved various
constituents are in the planning of their program. This is true for all but the involvement
of academic affairs administrators at medium size institutions and for residence life staff
at large size institutions.
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Table 41 displays the means scores indicating level of involvement of six campus
constituents in planning such programs between institutions with small, medium, and
large enrollments.
Table 41
Level of Involvement in Planning Programs between Institutions with Small, Medium,
and Large Enrollment Size
Program planning involvement
Academic Affairs administrators including Dean's office(s)

Academic Advisors

Individual Professors

Academic Support Services/Tutoring Center

Personal Counseling Center

Residence Life Staff

Means
Enrollment size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large

Mean
3.38
3.45
3.06
3.10
3.05
2.94
2.49
2.45
2.21
3.16
2.95
2.79
2.47
2.00
1.97
2.72
2.41
2.76

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences in
means among the different levels of institution enrollment size (small, medium, and
large) and the various constituents involved in planning various aspects of intervention
programs (Academic Affairs Administration including Dean's Office, Academic
Advisors, Individual Professors, Academic Support Services/Tutoring Center, Personal
Counseling Center and Residence Life Staff). An ANOVA determines the difference
between a population containing more than two groups (Hopkins, Hopkins, & Glass,
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1996). Item "Personal Counseling Center" showed a significant difference between
institutional size variables F(2, 109)=3.330, p<.05. A Tukey test, which is a multiple
comparison analysis (Hopkins, Hopkins, & Glass), was used to further analyze this item
to determine the difference between each category of institutional size. Tukey found a
significant difference between small and large institutions for item personal counseling
center as it pertained to their involvement in the planning of intervention programs
(p=.05). No other constituent to institution size relationships showed significant
differences in terms of planning intervention programs. Results are displayed in table 42.
Table 42
Analysis of Variance for Constituents Involved in Program Planning and Institution
Enrollment Size

Constituent group

df

Academic Affairs Administration
Academic Advisors
Individual Professors
Academic Support Services
Personal Counseling Center

2
2
2
2
2

Residence Life staff
* p = .05

2

Mean
F
Square
Between Groups
1.395
1.843
.282
.310
.916
.845
1.452
1.478
3.281
3.330
.985

1.082

Sig.
.163
.734
.403
.233
.039*

Tukey Results

Small-Large
Institutions

.343

Training Program Implementers. The identification of core aspects sought to
learn the extent to which certain campus constituents were involved in training
implementers of such programs through questions 5a-f. When compared by institution
enrollment size, we see that academic advisors and residence life staff were most
involved at large institutions but large institutions had the least amount of involvement
from their other four constituents. Academic Administrators, individual professors and
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personal counseling centers were most involved on small campuses, and individual
professors and academic support services were most involved at medium size institutions.
Table 43 displays the mean scores indicating level of involvement of six campus
constituents in training the implementers of their programs between institutions with
small, medium, and large enrollments.
Table 43
Level of Involvement in Training Program Implementers between Institutions with Small,
Medium, and Large Institution Enrollment Size
Training program implementers
Academic Affairs administrators including Dean's office(s)

Academic Advisors

Individual Professors

Academic Support Services/Tutoring Center

Personal Counseling Center

Residence Life Staff

Means
Enrollment size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
"Small
Medium
Large

Mean
2.53
2.52
2.50
2.14
2.20
2.33
1.60
1.60
1.45
2.71
2.85
2.32
1.79
1.70
1.62
1.78"
2.14
2.33

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of institution size (small, medium, and large as determined by
total undergraduate enrollment and split evenly among the three groups) and the various
constituents involved in training those who implement intervention programs (Academic
Affairs Administration including Dean's Office, Academic Advisors, Individual
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Professors, Academic Support Services/Tutoring Center, Personal Counseling Center and
Residence Life Staff). Item "Residence Life Staff showed a significant difference
between institutional size variables F(2, 106)=3.236, p<.05. A Tukey test was used to
further analyze this item to determine the difference between each category of
institutional size. Tukey found a significant difference between small and large
institutions for item "Residence Life Staff as it pertained to their involvement in training
those who implement intervention programs (p=.05). No other constituent to institution
size relationships showed a significant difference in terms of training implementers of
intervention programs. Results are displayed in table 44.
Table 44
Analysis of Variance for Constituents Involved in Training Program Implementers and
Institution Enrollment Size

Constituent group
Academic Affairs Administration
Academic Advisors
Individual Professors
Academic Support Services
Personal Counseling Center
Residence Life Staff

df
2
2
2
2
2
2

Mean
Square
F
Between Groups
.012
.009
.294
.378
.234
.391
1.684
2.118
.298
.375
3.338
3.236

Sig.
.991
.746
.677
.191
.688
.043*

Tukey Results

Small-Large
Institutions

* p = .05
Involvement in Implementing Programs. The identification of core aspects sought
to learn the extent to which certain campus constituents were involved in implementing
programs through questions 7a-f. When compared by institution enrollment size, we see
that generally the smaller the institution the more involved various constituents are in
implementing their program. This is true for all but the involvement of residence life
staff who were most involved at large size institutions.
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Table 45 displays the means scores indicating level of involvement of six campus
constituents in implementing programs between institutions with small, medium, and
large enrollments.
Table 45
Level of Involvement in Program Implementation between Institutions with Small,
Medium, and Large Institution Enrollment Size
Program Implementers
Academic Affairs administrators including Dean's office(s)

Academic Advisors

Individual Professors

Academic Support Services/Tutoring Center

Personal Counseling Center

Residence Life Staff

Means
Enrollment size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large

Mean
2.95
2.90
2.80
3.22
2.86
2.84
2.71
2.57
2.19
3.26
3.00
2.72
2.36
2.00
1.81
2.79
2.91
3.03

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of institution size and the various constituents involved in
implementing the intervention programs. Item "Personal Counseling Center" showed a
significant difference between institutional size variables F(2, 107)=3.364, p<.05. A
Tukey test was used to further analyze this item to determine the difference between each
category of institutional size. Tukey found a significant difference between small and
large institutions for item "Residence Life Staff as it pertained to their involvement in
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training those who implement intervention programs (p=.05). No other constituent to
institution size relationships showed a significant difference in terms of implementing
intervention programs. Results are displayed in table 46.
Table 46
Analysis of Variance for Constituents Involved in Program Implementation and
Institution Enrollment Size

Academic Affairs Administration
Academic Advisors
Individual Professors
Academic Support Services
Personal Counseling Center

2
2
2
2
2

Mean
Square
Between
.218
1.949
2.678
3.076
3.341

Residence Life Staff
* p = .05

2

.587

Constituent group

df

F
Groups
.181
2.007
2.924
2.849
3.364

.835
.139
.058
.062
.038*

.718

.490

Sig.

Tukey Results

Small-Large
Institutions

Institutionalization and Partnerships
Specific aspects of institutionalization and partnerships in the program were
explored in questions 9a-e. Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which their
program was institutionalized or the strength of partnership in their institution's early
warning midterm academic intervention program.
Table 47 displays the mean scores indicating extent in such programs between
institutions with small, medium, and large enrollments. Smaller schools had higher mean
scores on items indicating a strong partnership between academic and student affairs,
program is viewed as a formal program, and program is recognized by faculty as a
legitimate program. However, the medium size schools had more significant means
indicating the participation in programs was viewed as an important job function by both
those in residence life and those not in residence life.
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Table 47
Level of Institutionalization and Partnership between Institutions with Small, Medium,
and Large Institution Enrollment Size
Institutionalization and partnership
Involves strong partnership between Academic and Student
Affairs
Is viewed as a formal program occurring every semester and
for all residents
Is recognized by faculty as a formal program, occurring
every semester and for all residents
Is considered by non-residential life staff to be an important
job responsibility of residence life staff
Is considered by residential life staff to be an important job
responsibility of residence life staff

Means
Enrollment size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large

Mean
3.07
2.85
2.76
3.14
2.77
2.27
2.19
2.14
1.82
2.09
2.32
..2.1.?..
3.05
3.14
2.82

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of institution size (small, medium, and large as determined by
total undergraduate enrollment and split evenly among the three groups) and the various
aspects of institutionalization and partnerships (partnership between student and
academic affairs, viewed as a formal program, recognized by faculty as legitimate
program, is considered to be an important function of residence life by non-residence life
staff, is considered to be an important function of residence life staff by residence life
staff). Item "Is viewed as a formal program" showed a significant difference between
institutional size variables F(2, 108)=8.573, p<.05. A Tukey test was used to further
analyze this item to determine the difference between each category of institutional size.
Tukey found a significant difference between small and large institutions for item "Is
viewed as a formal program" as it pertained to perceptions of the program occurring
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every semester and for all residents (p=.05). No other component to institution size
relationships showed a significant difference in terms of program institutionalization and
partnerships. Results are displayed in table 48.
Table 48
Analysis of Variance for Constituents Involved in Program Institutionalization and
Partnerships and Institution Enrollment Size

Constituent group
Partnership between student and
academic affairs
Viewed as a formal program
Recognized by faculty as
legitimate program
Considered important job
function by non-res life staff
Considered important job
function by residence life staff
* p = .05

df
2

Mean
Square
Between Groups
1.112
1.495

Sig.

Tukey Results

.229

2

7.896

8.573

.000*

2

1.517

1.959

.146

.441

.588

.557

.828

1.162

.317

Small-Large
Institutions

Information Flow
Specific aspects of information flow were explored in questions lOa-c.
Respondents were asked to describe how residence life staff obtained student
performance indicators to be able to target students for intervention.
Table 49 displays the mean scores indicating extent to which information is
obtained through various means by residence life staff. Medium size intuitions were
more likely to receive midterm grade reports than small or large institutions, however
small institutions were more likely to receive copies of deficiency notices and be forced
to look up midterm grade information.
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Table 49
Information Flow between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large Institution
Enrollment Size
Information

flow

Residence life staff receive midterm grade reports for their
Residents
Residence life staff receive copies of deficiency notices for
their residents
Residence life staff are forced to look up midterm grade
information for their residents

Means
Enrollment size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large

Mean
1.65
1.91
1.76
1.85
1.71
1.76
1.44
1.27
1.32

l=not at all, 2=yes for some residents, 3=yes for all residents
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of institution size (small, medium, and large) and information
flow. A one-way ANOVA revealed no significant differences between institutions size
for information flow.
Information Timing and Details
Specific aspects of information timing and details were explored in questions 1 lata. Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which the timeliness of receiving
information was effective in providing interventions and the extent to which midterm
deficiency information was specific enough to target specific deficiencies.
Table 50 displays the mean scores indicating the extent. Medium size institutions
were more likely to receive midterm grade reports early enough to affect changes in final
grade. Small institutions were more likely to receive information that allowed res life
staff to target specific issues than large size institutions.
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of institution size (small, medium, and large) and information
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timing and details. A one-way ANOVA revealed no significant differences between
institutions size for information timing and details.
Table 50
Information Timing and Details between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large
Institution Enrollment Size
Information timing and details
Midterm academic warnings are available to residence life
staff early enough for them to work with residents to
improve their final grade
Midterm academic warning offer adequate information for
residence life staff to work with residents to affect
academic issues

Means
Enrollment size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large

Mean
2.86
2.90
2.53
2.45
2.38
2.18

l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree
Intervention Strategies
Specific strategies used by residence life staff when providing interventions for
students receiving poor or failing midterm grades were explored in questions 12a-h.
Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which their program utilized the various
strategies. Table 51 displays the mean scores indicating the extent between institutions
with small, medium and large enrollments. The results did not indicate a consistent
pattern across groups, however, small size institutions were least likely to utilize any of
the intervention strategies. Large institutions were more likely to utilize warning letters or
notices, make contact via the telephone, conduct group meetings, and use prepared
materials to guide conversations. Medium size institutions were more likely to make
contact with students via e-mail, conduct one to one meetings with residents, help
residents create an action plan and follow up with residents some time after initial
contact.
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Table 51
Intervention Strategies between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large Institution
Enrollment Size
Intervention strategies
Send warning letters or notices to such residents
Make contact with such residents via telephone
Make contact with such residents via e-mail
Conduct groups meetings with such residents
Conduct one to one meetings with such residents
Utilize some prepared materials to guide conversations with
Students
Work with residents to create an action plan to address areas
of concern
Follow up with residents some time after initial contact

Means
Enrollment size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large

Mean
1.74
2.00
2.24
1.98
2.00
2.09
2.38
2.60
2.21
1.18
1.33
1.64
2.74
3.00
2.82
1.67
2.14
2.47
1.95
2.43
2.26
2.44
2.76
2.38

l=not at all, 2=sometimes, 3=usually, 4=always
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of institution size and the various intervention strategies. Three
strategies showed significant differences between institutional size variables.
Item "conduct group meetings" showed a significant difference between
institutional size variables F(2, 108)=5.916, p<.05. A Tukey test was used to further
analyze this item to determine the difference between each category of institutional size.
Tukey found a significant difference between small and large institutions for item
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"conduct group meetings" as it pertained to how residence life staff program
implementers interact with residents receiving poor or failing midterm grades (p=.05).
Item "utilize prepared materials" showed a significant difference between
institutional size variables F(2, 108)=7.747, p<.05. A Tukey test was used to further
analyze this item to determine the difference between each category of institutional size.
Tukey found a significant difference between small and large institutions for item "utilize
prepared materials" as it pertained to how residence life staff program implementers
interact with residents receiving poor or failing midterm grades (p=.05).
Results for the analysis of variance for intervention strategies and institution
enrollment size are displayed in table 52.
Table 52
Analysis of Variance for Intervention Strategies and Institution Enrollment Size

Send warning letters
Make contact via telephone
Make contact via e-mail
Conduct group meetings

2
2
2
2

Mean
Square
Between
2.696
.123
.989
2.221

Conduct one to one meetings
Utilize prepared materials

2
2

.517
6.837

.775
7.747

.463
.001*

Create an action plan

2

2.202

3.530

.033*

Follow up after initial contact
* p = .05

2

1.045

1.783

.173

Intervention strategy

df

F
Groups
2.311
.193
1.197
5.916

.104
.825
.306
.004*

Sig.

Tukey Results

Small-Large
Institutions
Small-Large
Institutions
Small-Medium
Institutions

Item "create an action plan" showed a significant difference between institutional
size variables F(2, 110)=3.530, p<.05. A Tukey test was used to further analyze this item
to determine the difference between each category of institutional size. Tukey found a
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significant difference between small and large institutions for item "create an action plan"
as it pertained to how residence life staff program impl em enters interact with residents
receiving poor or failing midterm grades (p=.05). No other component to institution size
relationships showed a significant difference in terms of intervention strategies.
Student Concern Assessment
The extent to which residence life staff assess factors potentially affecting
students' academic performance were explored in questions 13a-g. Respondents were
asked to describe the extent to which their residence life staff sought to determine the
affect of various concerns. Table 53 displays the mean scores indicating the extent.
Table 53
Student Concern Assessment between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large
Institution Enrollment Size
Student concern assessment
Study habits and knowledge of effective study habits
Potential personal issues
Potential learning disabilities
Potential issues with roommate(s)
Potential financial concerns
Potential family issues or concerns at home
Concerns regarding choice of major, commitment to major,
or future plans
l=not at all, 2=sometimes, 3=usually, 4=always

Means
Enrollment size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large

Mean
2.31
2.29
2.18
2.98
2.71
2.50
1.86
1.95
1.82
3.00
3.05
2.85
2.36
2.29
2.33
2.62
2.52
2.50
2.31
2.35
2.30
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The results did not indicate a consistent pattern across groups however, small and
medium size institutions were more likely to assess more potential concerns than large
institutions.
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of institution size and the various areas of difficulty that are
assessed by residence life staff implementers of intervention programs. Item "personal
issues" showed a significant difference between institutional size variables F(2,
110)=4.047, p<.05. A Tukey test was used to further analyze this item to determine the
difference between each category of institutional size. Tukey found a significant
difference between small and large institutions for item "personal issues" as it pertained
to one of the areas assessed by residence life implementers of the intervention programs
(p=.05). Results are displayed in table 54.
Table 54
Analysis of Variance for Areas of Concern Assessed and Institution Enrollment Size

Area of concern

df

Study habits
Personal issues

2
2

Learning disabilities
Roommate issues
Financial concerns
Family issues
Choice of major
* p = .05

2
2
2
2
2

Mean
Square
F
Between Groups
.197
.253
2.567
4.047
.109
.321
.046
.175
.015

.186
.457
.070
.344
.028

Sig.
.777
.020*

Tukey Results

Small-Large
Institutions

.831
.635
.932
.710
.972

No other component to institution size relationships showed a significant difference in
terms of assessed concerns.
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Program Assessment
Specific strategies used to assess program effectiveness were explored in
questions 14a-d. Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which their program
utilized the various strategies for assessing program effectiveness. The results did not
indicate a consistent pattern across groups however, medium size institutions were more
likely to compare midterm and end of semester grade point averages as well as seek the
opinions of faculty and staff on program effectiveness. Small institutions were more
likely to compare course specific midterm and semester grades for differences and large
size institutions were most likely to seek residents' opinions of program effectiveness.
Table 55 displays the mean scores indicating the extent between institutions with
small, medium, and large institutional enrollments.
Table 55
Program Assessment Strategies between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large
Institution Enrollment Size
Assessment strategy

Means
Enrollment size
Individual residents' midterm and end of semester grade
Small
point averages are compared for differences
Medium
Large
Individual residents' course specific midterm and semester
Small
grades are compared for differences
Medium
Large
Residents opinions are sought to assess program
Small
effectiveness
Medium
Large
Faculty/staff opinions are sought to assess program
Small
effectiveness
Medium
Large
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
* Excludes "I don't know" responses

Mean*
2.49
2.53
2.45
2.29
2.24
2.15
1.94
2.21
2.40
2.33
2.42
2.28
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Program Outcomes
The extent to which programs reported success was explored in questions 16a-f.
Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which they were experiencing success
with their program. Table 56 displays the mean scores indicating the extent between
institutions with small, medium, and large enrollments.
Table 56
Program Outcomes between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large Institution
Enrollment Size
Program outcomes

Means
Enrollment size
Resident academic success
Small
Medium
Large
Residents demonstrate a greater emphasis on studying
Small
Medium
Large
Enhanced professional development of residence life staff
Small
Medium
Large
Better relationship between residence life staff and residents
Small
Medium
Large
Greater collaboration between student and academic affairs
Small
Medium
Large
Grater understanding of residence life staff role in holistic
Small
student development
Medium
Large
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent

Mean*
2.75
2.94
2.78
2.57
2.94
2.41
2.77
2.85
2.66
3.11
3.10
3.03
3.33
3.32
2.82
3.02
3.10
2.76

* Excludes "I don't know" responses
The results did not indicate a consistent pattern across groups, however, medium
size institutions reported more success in residents' academic success, residents
demonstrating a greater emphasis on studying, enhanced professional development of
staff, and in a greater understanding of the role of residence life in the holistic student
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development. Small size institutions reported better relationships between residence life
staff and residents and greater collaboration between student and academic affairs.
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences in
means among the different levels of institution size and program outcomes. A one-way
ANOVA revealed no significant differences in program outcomes between institutional
size variables.
Program Barriers
The extent to which programs reported barriers to program implementation was
explored in questions 18a-e. Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which they
were experiencing certain barriers with their program. Table 57 displays the mean scores
indicating the extent between institutions with small, medium, and large enrollments.
Table 57
Program Barriers between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large Institution
Enrollment Size
Barriers
Student affairs staff have not sought to collaborate with
academic affairs staff in providing an early warning program
Student affairs leadership does not view collaboration with
academic affairs as a priority in providing an early warning
program
There is a lack of understanding of the importance of student
affairs staff being involved in providing early warning
programs
Academic affairs practitioners do not view student affairs
practitioners as equal partners in promoting students'
academic success
There is a lack of resources available for an early warning
program
l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree

Means
Enrollment size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large

Mean
1.67
1.85
2.09
1.35
1.37
1.60
2.19
2.53
2.46
2.49
2.87
2.58
2.24
2.44
2.63

The results indicated the least influence from barriers on programs was at small
institutions. Barriers were most prevalent at large institutions for "student affairs staff
have not sought to collaborate...", "student affairs leadership does not view
collaboration...", and "there is a lack of resources..." Medium institutions indicated
greater barriers for "there is a lack of understanding..." and "academic affairs
practitioners do not view..."
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of institution size and barriers to program implementation.
Four of the five items showed significant differences between institutional size variables.
Item "Student Affairs has not sought to partner..." showed a significant
difference between institutional size variables F(2, 261)=5.220, p<.05. A Tukey test was
used to further analyze this item to determine the difference between each category of
institutional size. Tukey found a significant difference between small and large
institutions for item "Student Affairs has not sought to partner" as it pertained to being a
barrier to implementing an early warning program (p=.05).
Item "Student Affairs does not view collaboration as important" showed a
significant difference between institutional size variables F(2, 261)=4.229, p<.05. A
Tukey test was used to further analyze this item to determine the difference between each
category of institutional size. Tukey found a significant difference between small and
large institutions for item "Student Affairs does not view collaboration as important" as it
pertained to being a barrier to implementing an early warning program (p=.05).
Item "Academic Affairs does not view Student Affairs as equals" showed a
significant difference between institutional size variables F(2, 261)=3.482, p<.05. A
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Tukey test was used to further analyze this item to determine the difference between each
category of institutional size. Tukey found a significant difference between small and
medium institutions for item "Academic Affairs does not view Student Affairs as equals"
as it pertained to being a barrier to implementing an early warning program (p=.05).
Item "There is a lack of resources" showed a significant difference between
institutional size variables F{2, 260)=4.235, p<.05. A Tukey test was used to further
analyze this item to determine the difference between each category of institutional size.
Tukey found a significant difference between small and large institutions for item "There
is a lack of resources" as it pertained to being a barrier to implementing an early warning
program (p=.05).
The other component, "lack of understanding," showed no significant difference
in terms of program barriers. Results are displayed in table 58.
Table 58
Analysis of Variance for Program Barriers and Institution Enrollment Size

Constituent group
Student Affairs has not sought to
partner with Academic Affairs
Student Affairs does not view
collaboration as important
Lack of understanding of
importance of involvement
Academic Affairs do not view
Student Affairs as equals
Lack of resources

df
2

Mean
Sig.
Square
Between Groups
3.877 5.220
.006*

2

1.648

4.229

.016*

2

2.885

2.973

.053

2

3.482

4.531

.012*

2

3.353

4.235

.015*

Tukey Results
Small-Large
Institutions
Small-Large
Institutions

Small-Medium
Institutions
Small-Large
Institutions

* p = .05
In summary of the differences between institutions with small, medium, and large
institutional enrollment a consistent pattern of responses did not emerge. The institutions

were split into three groups with 58 institutions in the small group, 22 institutions in the
medium size group and 34 institutions in the large size group. In a review of the core
aspects of program participation no one group was more likely to have more
participation, however, the larger size group generally had the least amount of
participation from constituents. A consistent pattern of responses was not apparent for
program institutionalization and partnerships nor for information timing and details
however, again larger institutions reported the least amount of involvement. In a
comparison of intervention strategies one institution size was not more likely than others
to utilize the strategies however, smaller institutions were least likely to utilize most of
the intervention strategies.
Small and medium size institutions were equally likely to assess student concerns
that may affect academic performance where large institutions were least likely. No one
institution size proved to be more likely than the others in assessing program
effectiveness however, once again the larger institutions were least likely across all
student concern measures. Similarly, when considering the extent programs reported
success as a result of participation, small and medium institutions reported success to a
greater extent while larger institutions reported the least. In an examination of the barriers
to program implementation the smaller institutions reported significantly less agreement
with the barriers statements indicating smaller institutions experienced the fewest barriers
to program participation.
Differences between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large Housing Occupancy
Responses from survey question 22, institutions' approximate total on-campus
housing occupancy, were sorted and divided equally to create three groups. No common
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definition was found to determine which levels of housing occupancy constituted small,
medium, or large institutions. Occupancy sizes of small, medium, and large were
therefore determined by splitting respondents into three equal size groups. Results of the
split indicated "small" size schools (n=90) ranged from 150 to 1,080 total student
housing occupancy. "Medium" sized institutions (n=90) were those whose housing
occupancy ranged from 1,081 to 2,830 students. "Large" size institutions (n=90) were
represented by housing occupancies ranging from 2,831 to 15,000 students. Table 59
displays the frequencies and percentages by housing occupancy category.
Table 59
Existence of Programs by Housing Occupancy Size
Occupancy size
Yes
n

%

Frequencies/Percentages
No
n
%

Existence of program
Small
64
71.9
67.8
Medium
61
61.8
Large
55
Residence life involved
45
70.3*
Small
Medium
63.9*
39
58.2*
32
Large
* % of those with academic intervention programs

18
23
25

20.2
25.6
28.1

19
22
23

29.7*
36.1*
41.8*

I don't know
n
%
7
6
9

7.9
6.7
10.1

Core Aspects
The identification of core aspects sought to learn the extent to which certain
campus constituents were involved in the planning programs, training implementers of
programs, and implementing programs.
Program Planning. The extent to which constituents were involved in planning
programs was explored in survey questions 3a-f. When compared by housing occupancy
size, we see that the smaller the institution the more involved various constituents are in
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the planning of their program. This is true for all but the involvement of professors at
medium size institutions and for residence life staff at large size institutions.
Table 60 displays the means scores indicating level of involvement of six campus
constituents in planning such programs between institutions with small, medium, and
large housing occupancies.
Table 60
Level of Involvement in Planning Programs between Institutions with Small, Medium,
and Large Housing Occupancies
Program planning involvement
Academic Affairs administrators including Dean's office(s)

Means
Occupancy size
Small
Medium

Mean
3.36
3.33

Large

.A 0 .?..

Academic Advisors
Individual Professors
Academic Support Services/Tutoring Center
Personal Counseling Center
Residence Life Staff

Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
"Small"
Medium
Large

3.16
3.03
2.88
2.44
2.51
2.16
3.39
2.92
2.63
2.53
2.08
1.94
2.69 "
2.59
2.75

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of housing occupancy size (small, medium, and large) and the
various constituents involved in planning various aspects of intervention programs. Item
"Academic Support Services" showed a significant difference between occupancy size
variables F(2, 109)=6.231, p<.05 as did item "Personal Counseling Center" which also
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showed a significant difference between occupancy size variables F(2, 110)=3.899,
p<.05. A Tukey test was used to further analyze these items to determine the difference in
category of housing occupancy size. For item "Academic Support Services" Tukey found
a significant difference between small and large institutions (p=.05). For item "Personal
Counseling Center" Tukey found a significant difference between small and large
institutions as well (p=.05). No other constituent to housing occupancy size relationships
showed a significant difference in terms of planning intervention programs. Results are
displayed in table 61.
Table 61
Analysis of Variance for Constituents Involved in Program Planning and Housing
Occupancy Size

Constituent Group

df

Mean
Square
F
Between Groups
.733
.905
.816
.738
1.147 1.239
5.641 6.231

Sig.

Academic Affairs Administration
Academic Advisors
Individual Professors
Academic Support Services

2
2
2
2

.407
.445
.294
.003*

Personal Counseling Center

2

3.822

3.899

.023*

Residence Life staff
* p = .05

2

.236

.249

.780

Tukey Results

Small-Large
Institutions
Small-Large
Institutions

Training Program Implementers. The identification of core aspects sought to
learn the extent to which certain campus constituents were involved in training
implementers of such programs through questions 5a-f. When compared by housing
occupancy size, we see that generally the smaller the occupancy the more involved
various constituents are in training implementers of their program. This is true for all but
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the involvement of residence life staff at large size institutions who were the most
involved.
Table 62 displays the means scores indicating level of involvement of six campus
constituents in training the implementers of their programs between institutions with
small, medium and large housing occupancies.
Table 62
Level of Involvement in Training Program Implementers between Institutions with Small,
Medium, and Large Housing Occupancies
Training Program Implementers
Academic Affairs administrators including Dean's office(s)
Academic Advisors
Individual Professors
Academic Support Services/Tutoring Center
Personal Counseling Center
Residence Life Staff

Means
Occupancy size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
" Small
Medium
Large

Mean
2.62
2.43
2.43
2.38
2.11
2.04
1.69
1.54
1.33
2.91
2.67
2.17
1.96
1.58
1.56
L95~"
1.87
2.29

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of housing occupancy size and the various constituents
involved in training those who implement intervention programs. Item "Academic
Support Services" showed a significant difference between occupancy size variables F(2,
107)=3.987, p<.05. A Tukey test was used to further analyze this item to determine the
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difference in category of housing occupancy size. For item "Academic Support Services"
Tukey found a significant difference between small and large institutions (p=.05). No
other constituent to housing occupancy size relationships showed a significant difference
in terms of training intervention program implementers.
Results of the analysis of variance for constituents involved in training program
implementers and housing occupancy size are displayed in table 63.
Table 63
Analysis of Variance for Constituents Involved in Training Program Implementers and
Housing Occupancy Size

Constituent Group

df

Academic Affairs Administration
Academic Advisors
Individual Professors
Academic Support Services

2
2
2
2

Personal Counseling Center
Residence Life staff
* p = .05

2
2

Mean
F
Square
Between Groups
.487
.388
.980
1.231
1.069 1.842
4.836 3.987
1.943
1.504

2.571
1.377

Sig.
.680
.379
.164
.021*

Tukey Results

Small-Large
institutions

.081
.257

Involvement in Implementing Programs. The identification of core aspects sought
to learn the extent to which certain campus constituents were involved in implementing
programs through questions 7a-f. When compared by housing occupancy size, we see
that generally the smaller the housing occupancy the more involved various constituents
are in implementing their program. This is true for all but the involvement of academic
affairs administrators who were most involved at large size institutions.
Table 64 displays the means scores indicating level of involvement of six campus
constituents in implementing programs between institutions with small, medium, and
large housing occupancies.
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Table 64
Level of Involvement in Program Implementers between Institutions with Small, Medium,
and Large Housing Occupancies
Program Implementers
Academic Affairs administrators including Dean's office(s)
Academic Advisors
Individual Professors
Academic Support Services/Tutoring Center
Personal Counseling Center
Residence Life Staff

Means
Occupancy size
Small
Medium
Large _
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
"Small"
Medium
Large

Mean
2.87
2.86
2.93
3.22
3.08
2.77
2.80
2.51
2.13
3.40
3.09
2.55
2.49
2.09
1.68
2.91"
2.84
2.87

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of housing occupancy size and the various constituents
involved in implementing the intervention programs. Item "Individual Professors"
showed a significant difference between occupancy size variables F(2, 108)=4.582,
p<.05. A Tukey test was used to further analyze this item to determine the difference in
category of housing occupancy size. For item "Individual Professors" Tukey found a
significant difference between small and large institutions (p=.05). Item "Academic
Support Services" showed a significant different between occupancy size variables F(2,
108)=6.595, p<.05. For item "Academic Support Services" Tukey found a significant
difference between small and large institutions (p=.05). Item "Personal Counseling
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Center" showed a significant difference between occupancy size variables F(2,
108)=6.544, p<.05. For item "Personal Counseling Center" Tukey found a significant
difference between small and large institutions (p=05). No other constituent to housing
occupancy size relationships showed a significant difference in terms of training
intervention program implementers. Results are displayed in table 65.
Table 65
Analysis of Variance for Constituents Involved in Program Implementation and Housing
Occupancy Size

Constituent Group

df

Mean
Square
F
Between Groups
.048 .0039
1.866 1.919
4.133 4.582

Sig.

Academic Affairs Administration
Academic Advisors
Individual Professors

2
2
2

Academic Support Services

2

6.669

6.595

.002*

Personal Counseling Center

2

6.106

6.544

.002*

Residence Life staff
* p = .05

2

.051

.059

.942

Tukey Results

.962
.152
.012*

Small-Large
institutions
Small-Large
institutions
Small-Large
institutions

Institutionalization and Partnerships
Specific aspects of institutionalization and partnerships in the program were
explored in questions 9a-e. Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which their
program was institutionalized or the strength of partnership in their institution's early
warning midterm academic intervention program.
Table 66 displays the mean scores indicating extent in such programs between
institutions with small, medium, and housing occupancies. Smaller schools had higher
mean scores across all measures indicating more significant institutionalization and
strength of partnerships than medium and larger institutions respectively.

150
Table 66
Level of Institutionalization and Partnership between Institutions with Small, Medium,
and Large Housing Occupancies
Institutionalization and partnership
Involves strong partnership between Academic and Student
Affairs
Is viewed as a formal program occurring every semester and
for all residents
Is recognized by faculty as a formal program, occurring
every semester and for all residents
Is considered by non-residential life staff to be an important
job responsibility of residence life staff

Means
Occupancy size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium

Large
Is considered by residential life staff to be an important job
responsibility of residence life staff

Mean
3.07
3.00
2.69
3.16
2.92
2.19
2.32
2.00
1.78
2.33
2.08

....?.-.09..

Small
Medium
Large

3.18
3.00
2.78

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of institution size as determined by housing occupancy and the
various aspects of institutionalization and partnerships. Item "program is viewed as a
formal program" showed a significant difference between occupancy size variables F(2,
112)=9.877, p<.05. A Tukey test was used to further analyze this item to determine the
difference in category of housing occupancy size. For item "Individual Professors" Tukey
found a significant difference between small and large institutions (p=.05) as well as
between medium and large institutions (p=.05). Item "recognized by faculty as a
legitimate program" showed a significant different between occupancy size variables F(2,
111)=3.715, p<.05. For item "recognized by faculty as a legitimate program" Tukey
found a significant difference between small and large institutions (p=.05). No other
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aspects of program institutionalization and partnership showed significant differences in
mean scores across housing occupancy size. Results are displayed in table 67.
Table 67
Analysis of Variance for Program Institutionalization and Partnerships and Housing
Occupancy Size

Constituent Group

df

Mean
Square
Between Groups
1.448 1.982

Sig.

Partnership between student and
academic affairs
Viewed as a formal program

2
2

9.130

9.877

.000*

Recognized by faculty as
legitimate program
Considered important job
function by non-res life staff
Considered important job
function by residence life staff
* p = .05

2

2.778

3.715

.027*

2

1.159

1.576

.211

2

1.489

2.137

.123

Tukey Results

.143
Small-Large &
Medium-Large
Institutions
Small-Large
Institutions

Information Flow
Specific aspects of information flow were explored in questions lOa-c.
Respondents were asked to describe how residence life staff obtained student
performance indicators (information) to be able to target students for intervention.
Institutions with small housing occupancies were more likely to have residence life staff
receive copies of deficiency notices for their residents and be forced to look up midterm
grade information for their residents. Institutions with medium housing occupancy size
were more likely to have residence life staff receive midterm grade reports for their
residents.

152
Table 68 displays the mean scores indicating extent to which information is
obtained through various means by residence life staff between institutions with small,
medium, and housing occupancies.
Table 68
Information Flow between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large Housing
Occupancies
Information

flow

Residence life staff receive midterm grade reports for their
Residents
Residence life staff receive copies of deficiency notices for
their residents
Residence life staff are forced to look up midterm grade
information for their residents

Means
Occupancy size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large

Mean
1.71
1.79
1.72
1.84
1.78
1.78
1.48
1.32
1.31

l=not at all, 2=yes for some residents, 3=yes for all residents
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of housing occupancy size (small, medium, and large) and
information flow. A one-way ANOVA revealed no significant differences between
housing occupancy sizes for information flow.
Information Timing and Details
Specific aspects of information timing and details were explored in questions 11ab. Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which the timeliness of receiving
information was effective in providing interventions and the extent to which midterm
deficiency information was thorough enough to target specific deficiencies.
Table 69 displays the mean scores indicating the extent between institutions with
small, medium, and large housing occupancies. Smaller schools had higher mean scores
indicating first that the academic midterm warnings were available to residence life staff
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early enough for the staff to work with students to improve their final grades, and second
that the midterm academic warning offered adequate information for the residence life
staff to target specific concerns.
Table 69
Information Timing and Details between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large
Housing Occupancies
Information timing and details
Midterm academic warnings are available to residence life
staff early enough for them to work with residents to
improve their final grade
Midterm academic warning offer adequate information for
residence life staff to work with residents to affect
academic issues

Means
Occupancy size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large

Mean
2.98
2.66
2.56
2.60
2.26
2.13

l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree
A one-way AN OVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of housing occupancy size and information timing and details.
A one-way ANOVA revealed no significant differences between institutions' housing
occupancy size for information timing and details.
Intervention Strategies
Specific strategies used by residence life staff when providing interventions for
students receiving poor or failing midterm grades were explored in questions 12a-h.
Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which their program utilized the various
strategies. Table 70 displays the mean scores indicating the extent between institutions
with small, medium, and large housing occupancies. The results did not indicate a
consistent pattern across groups, however, small size institutions were more likely to
make contact with students via the telephone and email, conduct one to one meetings
with residents and follow up with residents some time after the initial contact. Large
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institutions were more likely to send written notifications to students, conduct group
meetings with students, utilize prepared materials to guide conversations and work with
residents to create an action plan for improving academic performance.
Table 70
Intervention Strategies between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large Housing
Occupancies
Intervention strategies
Send warning letters or notices to such residents
Make contact with such residents via telephone
Make contact with such residents via e-mail
Conduct groups meetings with such residents
Conduct one to one meetings with such residents
Utilize some prepared materials to guide conversations with
Students
Work with residents to create an action plan to address areas
of concern
Follow up with residents some time after initial contact

Means
Occupancy size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large

Mean
1.89
1.79
2.25
2.07
1.97
...2-.03
2.45
2.29
2.31
1.33
1.21
1.50
2.98
2.73
2.69
1.78
1.97
2.33
2.09
2.13
2.28
2.58
2.49
2.34

l=not at all, 2=sometimes, 3=usually, 4=always
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of housing occupancy size and the various intervention
strategies. A one-way ANOVA revealed no significant differences between institutions'
housing occupancy size and intervention strategies.
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Student Concern Assessment
The extent to which residence life staff assessed factors potentially affecting
students' academic performance were explored in questions 13a-g. Respondents were
asked to describe the extent to which their residence life staff sought to determine the
affect of various concerns. Table 71 displays the mean scores indicating the extent
between institutions with small, medium and large housing occupancies. Institutions with
small housing occupancies were more likely to assess all of the behaviors except "study
habits and knowledge of effective study habits" which was most likely assessed by
institutions with medium sized housing occupancies.
Table 71
Student Concern Assessment between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large
Housing Occupancies
Student concern assessment
Study habits and knowledge of effective study habits
Potential personal issues
Potential learning disabilities
Potential issues with roommate(s)
Potential financial concerns
Potential family issues or concerns at home
Concerns regarding choice of major, commitment to major,
or future plans
l=not at all, 2=sometimes, 3=usually, 4=always

Means
Occupancy size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large

Mean
2.36
2.39
2.03
2.96
2.74
2.63
2.00
1.87
1.75
3.09
2.87
2.91
2.41
2.29
2.34
2.64
2.53
2.55
2.35
2.32
2.31
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A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of housing occupancy size and the various areas of difficulty
that are assessed by residence life staff implementers of intervention programs. A oneway ANOVA revealed no significant differences between institutions size and assessed
difficulty.
Program Assessment
Specific strategies used to assess program effectiveness were explored in
questions 14a-d. Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which their program
utilized the various strategies for assessing program effectiveness. The results did not
indicate a consistent pattern across groups, however, small size institutions were more
likely to utilize three of the four measures. Small institutions were more likely to
"compare residents' midterm and semester grade point averages for differences,"
"compare specific course midterm and final grades for differences," and "seek the
opinions of faculty and staff to assess program effectiveness." Large institutions were
more likely to "seek residents' opinions" to assess program effectiveness.
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different housing occupancy sizes and the various means of program
assessment. A one-way ANOVA revealed no significant differences between institution
size and means of program assessment.
Table 72 displays the mean scores indicating the extent to which assessment
strategies are utilized between institutions with small, medium, and large housing
occupancies.
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Table 72
Program Assessment Strategies between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large
Housing Occupancies
Program assessment

Means
Occupancy size
Individual residents' midterm and end of semester grade
Small
point averages are compared for differences
Medium
Large
Individual residents' course specific midterm and semester
Small
grades are compared for differences
Medium
Large
Residents opinions are sought to assess program
Small
Effectiveness
Medium
Large
Faculty/staff opinions are sought to assess program
Small
Effectiveness
Medium
Large
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
* Excludes "I don't know" responses

Mean*
2.55
2.48
2.36
2.31
2.30
2.13
2.18
1.88
...2-38__
2.50
2.24
2.27

Program Outcomes
The extent to which programs reported success was explored in questions 16a-f.
Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which they were experiencing success
with their program. Table 73 displays the mean scores indicating the extent between
institutions with small, medium, and large housing occupancies. The results did not
indicate a consistent pattern across groups however, medium size institutions reported
more success in four of the six measures. Institutions with medium size housing
occupancies reported greater "resident academic success," "residents demonstrated a
greater emphasis on studying," "participation in the program enhanced residence life staff
professional development," and "participation in the program resulted in greater
collaboration between student and academic affairs." Institutions with small housing
occupancies reported better relationships between residence life staff and residents, and a
greater understanding of residence life staffs role in holistic student development.
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Table 73
Program Outcomes between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large Housing
Occupancies
Program outcomes

Means
Occupancy size
Resident academic success
Small
Medium
Large
Residents demonstrate a greater emphasis on studying
Small
Medium
Large
Enhanced professional development of residence life staff
Small
Medium
Large
Better relationship between residence life staff and residents
Small
Medium
Large
Greater collaboration between student and academic affairs
Small
Medium
Large
Grater understanding of residence life staff role in holistic
Small
student development
Medium
Large
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent

Mean*
2.75
2.86
2.83
2.60
2.74
2.46
2.76
2.88
2.59
3.16
3.06
3.04
3.26
3.36
2.85
3.09
2.94
2.82

* Excludes "I don't know" responses
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of housing occupancy and the various aspects of program
outcome. Item "greater emphasis on studying" showed a significant difference between
institutions of various housing occupancy sizes F(2, 112)=3.432, p<.05. A Tukey test was
used to further analyze this item to determine the difference in category of housing
occupancy size. Tukey found a significant difference between institutions with small and
medium size housing occupancies. No other significant differences were found.
Results of the analysis of variance for program outcomes and housing occupancy
size are displayed in table 74.
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Table 74
Analysis of Variance for Program Outcomes and Housing Occupancy Size

Program Outcomes

df

Resident academic success
Greater emphasis on studying

2
2

Enhanced staff development
Great collaboration between
student and academic affairs
greater understanding of res
life role in student
development
* p = .05

2
2

Mean
Square
Between Groups
1.890
1.819
3.432
4.233

Sig.
.167
.036*

.906
.068

.825
.089

.441
.915

.790

.846

.432

Tukey Results

Small-Medium
Institutions

Program Barriers
The extent to which programs reported barriers to program implementation was
explored in questions 18a-e. Respondents were asked to describe the extent to which they
were experiencing certain barriers with their program. The results did not indicate a
consistent pattern across all institutions however, institutions with large housing
occupancies were more likely to agree with three of the five barrier statements where
institutions with medium size housing occupancies were more likely to agree with the
other two barrier statements. The results indicated the least influence from barriers on
programs was at small institutions across all barrier statements indicating institutions
with small housing occupancies were least affected by the barriers.
A one-way ANOVA was used to determine if there were significant differences
among the different levels of housing occupancy size and barriers to program
implementation. A one-way ANOVA revealed no significant differences in means for
barriers between housing occupancy sizes.
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Table 75 displays the mean scores indicating the extent between institutions with
small, medium, and large housing occupancies.
Table 75
Program Barriers between Institutions with Small, Medium, and Large Housing
Occupancies
Barriers
Student affairs staff have not sought to collaborate with
academic affairs staff in providing an early warning program
Student affairs leadership does not view collaboration with
academic affairs as a priority in providing an early warning
program
There is a lack of understanding of the importance of student
affairs staff being involved in providing early warning
programs
Academic affairs practitioners do not view student affairs
practitioners as equal partners in promoting students'
academic success
There is a lack of resources available for an early warning
program

Means
Occupancy size
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large
Small
Medium
Large

Mean
1.74
1.92
2.01
1.34
1.48
1.51
2.24
2.48
2.54
2.60
2.70
2.69
2.40
2.51
2.46

l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree
In summary of the differences between institutions with small, medium, and large
housing occupancies the size of each group was first examined with 45 institutions in the
small category, 39 institutions in the medium, and 32 in the large. Participation from key
constituents in the core aspects of the program varied across institutional size. Generally
the smaller institutions had the most constituent participation where the larger institutions
had the least in terms of planning programs, training the program implementers, and
implementing the programs on their campuses.
A fairly consistent pattern of involvement emerged over several areas of the
survey in respect to differences in housing occupancy size. In the sections on
institutionalization and partnerships, information flow, and information timing and
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details, smaller institutions were generally more likely to experience each component.
The conclusions of this pattern suggest smaller size housing operations were more likely
to have good partnerships with academic affairs, have their programs recognized by
faculty, have their program considered an important job function of residence life, receive
midterm deficiency information in a timely manner and to have the reports contain
enough specificity to affect positive change with residents.
There was no consistent pattern of responses in the comparison of housing
occupancy size for intervention strategies however, in the assessment of student
concerns, small institutions were more likely to assess for specific areas of concern as
they affect students' academic performance. In the comparison of differences for how
institutions assessed program effectiveness, smaller institutions were more likely to
utilize each method except large institutions were more likely to see residents' opinions
of program effectiveness. The comparison of the extent programs reported success
demonstrated medium institutions were more likely to utilize most of the outcome
measures. Conversely, large institutions were least likely to utilize most of the measures.
In the comparison of barriers to program implementation a pattern consistent to public
and private as well as institutional enrollment sizes emerged where smaller institutions
were least likely to experience barriers. Larger institutions were most likely to
experiences barriers to program implementation.
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION
This chapter summarizes and discusses findings from the Early Warning Midterm
Academic National Survey, used to collect data from senior housing officers of ACUHOI member institutions in the United States regarding existence and participation in early
warning midterm academic intervention programs. With a lack of previous research on
the specific practice of residence life staff involvement in early warning midterm
academic intervention programs, a main goal of this research was to examine current
practices with the intent of developing a description of those practices. A comparison of
this research with previous research was not possible due to the lack of prior research on
the specific practice of residence life staff involvement in early warning intervention
programs. In that light, relevant similar research from the literature review was
referenced, where appropriate, concerning the specific similarities and differences to
these findings.
Program Descriptions
Results provided a description of early warning programs in practice at residential
institutions in the United States. Core aspects were identified as were the strategies used
in interacting with residents and the assessment strategies used in such programs.
Existence of Programs
The first major research question sought to identify the extent to which early
warning midterm academic intervention programs existed at universities in the United
States, and the extent to which residence life staff were involved in those programs.
Results demonstrated that programs were somewhat prolific on the campuses of the
respondent institutions whereby 187 of these 278 institutions (67.3%) identified some
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sort of early warning midterm academic intervention program existing on their campus.
Of those institutions with programs, 119 institutions (63.6%) indicated their program
involved residence life staff in some manner.
These results reveal that early warning midterm academic programs were present
on the campuses of about two-thirds of the respondent institutions. This is in line with
previous research on the existence of early alert programs whereby over sixty percent of
institutions in the United States utilized some sort of early alert program (Barefoot,
2002).
Of interest in this study is the finding that about two-thirds of institutions with
early warning programs utilized residence life staff in implementing their program.
Residence life staff involvement in programs was an aspect that had not been previously
documented. Anecdotal evidence suggested such programs existed, as was evidenced by
my personal involvement in such programs however, the results of the survey confirm
that residence life staff are involved in most early warning midterm academic programs
at residential institutions in the United States.
Core Aspects and Intervention Strategies
The second major research question sought to identify the core aspects of any
existing intervention programs and the specific strategies used in such programs. Survey
questions sought to identify the extent to which key campus constituents were involved in
the core aspects of programs, including academic affairs administrators, academic
advisors, individual professors, academic support services, personal counseling center,
and residence life staff. Participation was reported utilizing a scale of l=not at all,
2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, and 4=great extent. Response frequencies were
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calculated and response mean scores were compared. Chapter IV provides all results
while this chapter summarizes those with the most involvement in key aspects of these
programs.
Program Planning. All campus constituents in the survey were identified as
having a moderate (or above) level of involvement in program planning. Academic
affairs administration was identified as the most involved (M=3.27). Academic advisors
were the next most involved constituent group (M=3.03), with academic support services
a close third (M=3.00). Residence life staff (M=2.66), individual professors (M=2.39)
and personal counseling center (M=2.21) were also noted as having a level of
involvement in planning programs. Table 76 displays the mean scores and rank order by
level of involvement in planning programs.
Table 76
Summary of Constituent Involvement in Planning Programs
Constituent
Mean score
Academic affairs administration
3.27
Academic advisors
3.03
Academic support services
3.00
Residence life staff
2.66
Individual professors
2.39
Personal counseling center
2.21
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
Open-ended responses identified other campus constituents involved in planning
programs. Various responses (n=43) indicated several other campus constituents had
some level of involvement such as other student affairs officers and offices, groups of
campus constituents working together, first year program and officers, and the athletic
department. The results indicate a diverse group of campus constituents are involved in
program planning.
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Training Program Implementers. In training those who implement programs,
there was a lower level of involvement from campus constituents than with planning.
Academic support services was identified as the most involved (M=2.63), followed by
academic affairs administration (M=2.51), and academic advisors (M=2.20). Residence
life staff (M=2.00), personal counseling center (M=1.72) and individual professors
(M=1.56) were also noted as having only a limited level (or less) of involvement in
training program implementers. Table 77 displays the mean scores and rank order by
level of involvement in training those who implement programs.
Table 77
Summary of Constituent Involvement in Training Program Implementers
Constituent
Academic support services
Academic affairs administration
Academic advisors
Residence life staff
Personal counseling center
Individual professors

Mean score
2.63
2.51
2.20
2.00
1.72
1.56

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
Open-ended responses (n=26) identified other campus constituents involved in
training those who implement programs. These include first-year programs, disability
services, and Dean of Students.
Program Implementation. There was a higher rate of involvement in
implementing programs than in program planning or training. Academic support services
was identified as the most involved (M=3.06), followed by academic advisors (M=3.04),
academic affairs administration (M=2.89), residence life staff (M=2.88), individual
professors (M=2.54), and personal counseling center (M=2.13) respectively. Table 78
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displays the mean scores rank ordered by level of involvement in implementing
programs.
Table 78
Constituent Involvement in Training Program Implementers
Constituent
Academic support services
Academic advisors
Academic affairs administration
Residence life staff
Individual professors
Personal counseling center

Mean score
3.06
3.04
2.89
2.88
2.54
2.13

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
Open-ended responses (n=29) identified other campus constituents involved in
implementing programs. Several other campus constituents had some level of
involvement in implementing programs. Several were the same as noted for involvement
in program planning and training program implementers such as first-year programs,
disability services, and Dean of Students.
Overall, the survey results indicate that academic affairs administrators, academic
advisors and academic support services were the most involved campus constituents in
planning, training and implementing their intervention programs. Residence life staff
were involved to a moderate extent, while individual professors and the personal
counseling center were the least involved. When examining overall involvement for all
groups combined, the actual implementation of programs demonstrating the greatest
extent of involvement across all groups (M=2.76), with planning programs being second
(M=2.75) and training those who implement programs demonstrated the lowest level of
involvement (M=2.10).
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Table 79 displays the means of overall constituent participation in intervention
programs in rank order of most to least involved.
Table 79
Mean Scores of Overall Constituent Participation in Intervention Programs
Overall program delivery aspect
Program planning
Implementing programs
Training program implementers

Mean score
2.76
2.75
2.10

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
Program Institutionalization and Partnerships
Data was collected which examined the extent to which institutions' early
warning programs were institutionalized and the extent to which they involved strong
partnerships across campus. The first factor sought the strength in relationships between
academic and student affairs by asking "to what extent does (my program) involve a
strong partnership between academic and student affairs." Nearly all programs (108 of
113 respondents, 95.6%) indicated agreement to some extent with 77 respondents
(68.1%) indicating agreement to a moderate or great extent.
These findings are encouraging as the literature demonstrates the most effective
practices are those with collaboration between student and academic affairs. Student and
academic affairs must work together to foster the best possible success (Boland et al.
1996; Boyer, 1987; Kuh et al. 1994; Kuh, 1996; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).
Information Flow
Data examined the format in which residence hall staff involved in intervention
programs received their residents' midterm deficiency or warning information, including
the extent to which residence life staff received grade reports, copies of deficiency
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notices or were forced to look up the midterm grade information for their residents. The
results demonstrated that many institutions provide information to residence life staff.
Sixty-five of 113 institutions (57.5%) reported their residence life staff received grade
reports; 62 institutions (54.9%) received copies of deficiency notices, and 32 institutions
(28.3%) reported staff were forced to look up midterm grades. This is of some concern as
the literature demonstrated access to information was an important component of
successful intervention programs (Barefoot, 2002), and yet only slightly over half of
respondent institutions' residence life staff receive grade reports and deficiency notices
directly. Rank order scores indicating the extent to which residence life staff receive
academic midterm information are displayed in table 80.
Table 80
Summary by which Residence Life Staff Receive Academic Midterm Information
Overall program delivery aspect
Staff receive grade reports
Staff receive deficiency notices
Staff forced to look up grades

Not at all
n
48
51
81

%
(42.5)
(45.1)
(71.7)

Yes for some or all
n
%
65
(57.5)
62
(54.9)
32
(28.3)

Warning Information Timing and Details
Data examined the timing and details of midterm academic warning deficiency
information residence hall staff receive on their residents, including the extent to which
respondents agreed that information was received early enough for staff to help residents
improve their final grade. The majority of respondents indicated agreement to the
statement through responses of agree or strongly agree (n=80, 68.9%) as opposed to
disagree or strongly disagree (n=36, 31.1%). These findings indicate that two-thirds of
existing programs are striving to achieve success by providing the information early
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enough for staff to help residents improve final grades. This is in line with the literature
that emphasizes the importance of receiving warning information in a timely manner so
as to help students affect positive change (Tinto 1993).
Data also revealed the extent to which midterm warning information contained
enough information for residence life staff to work with residents to affect change with
specific academic issues such as poor writing skills, attendance issues, and missed
assignments. The survey data suggests this is not happening as well as it could, whereas
58.6% (n=68) of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the survey statement
"Midterm warnings offer adequate information for residence life staff to work with
residents to affect academic issues." Cuseo (2004) stressed the importance of midterm
warning information being specific enough to target those areas which needed to improve
to raise the final grade, yet over half of respondents indicated this was not happening at
their institution. Table 81 displays the frequencies and percentages regarding the level of
detail in existing warning notice information.
Table 81
Warning Information Level of Detail
Warning information:

Frequencies/Percentages
Strongly
Strongly
agree or
disagree or
agree
disagree
n
(%)
n
(%)
47
(41.4)
68 (58.6)

Offers adequate information to target
issue or concern
l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree
Intervention Methodology

The research examined the ways in which residence life staff utilized certain
intervention strategies with residents receiving poor or failing midterm grades. To

Mean
2.34
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compare practices that involved any utilization rather than none I combined responses of
"sometimes," "usually," and "always" into one score. In rank ordering the extent to
which the various practices were utilized, residence life staff conducting one-to-one
meetings with residents was the most utilized (n=107, 93.9%). Residence life staff
following up with residents after the initial contact was the second most utilized practice
(n=106, 92.9%), followed by residence life staff making contact with residents via email
(n=93, 80.9%). Closely associated with these practices were the practices of residence
life staff working with residents to create an action plan for improving grades (n=91,
78.4%) and residence life staff making contact with residents via telephone (n=86,
74.8%). The practice of utilizing a conversation guide during intervention meetings was
utilized by 60.5% of the respondents' institutions (n=69), while half of the respondents
indicated warning letters or notices were sent to residents (n=59, 51.3%). Only 25% of
institutions (n=29) utilized group meetings as a means of providing interventions with
residents. Table 82 displays the summary use of intervention methodologies.
Table 82
Summary of Extent Intervention Methodologies are Used
Methodology

Frequencies/Percentages
To some extent
Not at all
(or more)
n
%
n
%

Meet one to one
7
Follow up after initial contact
9
Make contact via e-mail
22
Help resident create an action plan
25
Make contact via telephone
29
Utilize a conversation guide
45
Send warning letters or notices
56
Conduct group meetings
85
l=not at all, 2=sometimes, 3=usually, 4=always

(6.1)
(7.8)
(19.1)
(21.6)
(25.2)
(39.5)
(48.7)
(74.6)

107
106
93
91
86
69
59
29

(93.9)
(92.2)
(80.9)
(78.4)
(74.8)
(60.5)
(51.3)
(25.4)
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Research has indicated that the most successful early alert programs are those
intrusive in nature (Friedlander, 1980). Practices such as conducting one-to-one meetings
with students, residence life staff following up with students after their initial
conversations, and residence life staff helping residents create an action plan indicate
many of these respondent institutions are providing that direct and meaningful interaction
known to be most effective in promoting student success. Academic support services
passive in nature are only effective when students follow through and utilize them
(Churchill & Iwai, 1981). Student underutilization of academic support services is of
great concern when considering student utilization of support services has a significantly
positive effect on grades and retention (Kulik, Kulik, & Schwalb, 1983).
Yet, practices analyzed in this survey demonstrate passive actions are still utilized
in the delivery of programs on some respondents' campuses. The practice of sending
warning letters or notices to residents is passive in nature, and if not followed up on
afterward by direct contact from residence hall staff, may be ineffective in helping
students. Similarly, contact via email is passive in nature if no follow-up occurs. The
practice of sending warning letters or notices to residents was utilized by 51.3% of survey
respondents (n=59) indicating approximately half of the institutions utilized this means of
contact to some extent. On the other hand, it is heartening to see that well over 90%
conduct one-on-one meetings and follow up after initial contact, both very intrusive
practices.
Assessment of Student Concerns
Previous research has demonstrated that midterm warning information should be
specific enough for residence life staff to help residents target specific areas of concern to
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provide the most effective intervention possible (Cuseo, 2004). This research examined
the specific areas of concern assessed by residence life staff at respondent institutions. Of
interest in the results are the distribution of scores and rank ordering of response means.
The concerns ranked highest as being most often assessed by residence life staff are those
non-academic in nature, where those less often assessed are more academic in nature.
The concerns most likely to be assessed are potential issues with roommate(s) (M=2.97),
personal issues (M=2.80), family issues (M=2.58), and financial concerns (M=2.35).
These concerns are least associated with inside-the-classroom activities compared to the
others in the survey.
By contrast, the concerns least assessed by residence life staff are commitment to
choice of major (M=2.33), study habits (M=2.29), and potential learning disabilities
(M=1.90). The ranked mean scores of concerns assessed by residence life staff are
displayed highest to lowest in table 83.
Table 83
Mean Scores of Student Concerns Assessed
Overall program delivery aspect
Roommate issues
Personal issues
Home or family issues
Financial concerns
Commitment to or concerns with major
Study habits
Learning disabilities

Mean score
2.97
2.80
2.58
2.35
2.33
2.29
1.90

l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
When considering the distribution of scores it is understandable that the nonclassroom specific aspects are more likely to be assessed by residence life staff. Given
the traditional role of residence life staff, non-classroom specific concerns are those
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consistently scrutinized as part of daily interactions between residence hall staff and their
residents. Residence life staff are more commonly trained to watch for these aspects of
outside-the-classroom behaviors that would suggest residents are having difficulty.
While understandable that outside-the-classroom concerns would be assessed
more frequently than the more academic focused concerns, the results of this study
emphasize the importance of training residence life staff to be equally watchful of both
academic and non-academic concerns. Other survey data revealed that involvement in
training program implementers by various constituents in academic affairs was relatively
high. However, training program implementers had the least amount of overall
constituent participation compared to planning and implementing programs. What is
revealed in the results of this survey is that classroom-focused concerns are not being
assessed by residence life staff at the same rate as outside-the-classroom related concerns.
Program Assessment Strategies
Research question 3 states "what successes are being reported for such
programs?" To address this question I examined particular means by which program
administrators were assessing program effectiveness. To compare practices that involved
any utilization of the practice rather than none I combined responses of "limited extent,"
"moderate extent," and "great extent" into one score. "I don't know" responses were
excluded from the analysis.
Three-quarters of the survey respondents indicated participation in the practice of
comparing students' midterm and semester grades (n=72, 75.8%). Two-thirds of the
survey respondents indicated participation in the practice of comparing course specific
midterm and end of semester grades. Nearly three-quarters of respondents' institutions
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were soliciting the opinions of faculty and staff concerning program effectiveness while
slightly more than two-thirds of respondents' institutions were soliciting the opinions of
residents. These results reveal that the most respondent institutions are engaged in
program assessment strategies, yet about one-third are not. Previous research
demonstrates the importance of assessing student learning across the curriculum and
cocurriculum. Various on and off campus influences on higher education are fueling
greater scrutiny on colleges' and universities' ability to provide evidence of student
achievement including outcomes from the work of student affairs (Henning, Mitchell, &
Maki, 2008). Table 84 reveals those results.
Table 84
Program Assessment Strategies
Methodology

Frequencies/percentages*
To some extent
Not at all
(or more)
n
%
n
%
72 (75.8)
Students' midterm and end GPA compared
23 (24.2)
Course specific midterm and end GPA compared
31 (33.0)
63 (67.0)
Faculty/staff opinions
27 (26.7)
74 (73.3)
Residents' opinions
33 (31.4)
72 (68.6)
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
* Excludes "I don't know" responses
Program Successes
Respondents were asked to report the extent successes were experienced on their
campus. The top measures of reported success in the survey (excluding responses of "I
don't know") were greater collaboration between student affairs and academic affairs
(M=3.18), and better relationships between residence life staff and residents (M=3.10).
The least frequent outcomes were enhanced professional development of residence life
staff (M=2.77), and residents demonstrating a greater emphasis on studying (M=2.60).
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Mean scores indicate survey respondents reported overall a moderate degree of program
success. Table 85 displays the mean scores for program outcomes.
Table 85
Mean Scores of Program Outcomes
Program outcomes
Mean score*
Greater collaboration between student and academic affairs
3.18
Better relationship between residence life staff and residents
3.10
Greater understanding of residence life staffs role in holistic
2.98
student development
Resident academic success
2.80
Enhanced professional development of residence life staff
2.77
Residents demonstrate greater emphasis on studying
2.60
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent, 5=1 don't know
* Excludes "I don't know" responses
Of particular interest is the higher mean score on item "greater collaboration
between student and academic affairs" (M=3.18). Knowing that the research
demonstrates the most effective programs at promoting student success are those with
collaboration between student and academic affairs (Kuh et al., 1991; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005; Stodt, 1987), this result is highly encouraging in that senior housing
officers felt most strongly about an enhanced sense of collaboration between student and
academic affairs. Participation in the program appears to actually help strengthen the
relationship of key constituents in the program.
Key Barriers to Program Implementation
The fourth major research question asked "what key barriers related to the
implementation of such programs are being reported by (a) institutions that have such
programs and (b) institutions that do not have a program in place?" Respondents to the
survey were split into four groups; institutions with programs and residence life staff
involvement, institutions with programs but without residence life staff involvement,
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institutions with no program and institutions where the existence of a program was
unknown by the senior housing officer.
Mean scores were determined for each group and compared for similarities and
differences. Of particular interest was the rank order mean scores across each group.
Rank ordered mean scores for each group are displayed in table 86.
Table 86
Mean Scores for Barriers across Various Levels of Program Participation

Barrier
Academic affairs does not view
student affairs as equal partner in
promoting student success
Lack of resources
Lack of understanding for student
affairs involvement
Student affairs has not sought to
partner with academic affairs
Collaboration not a priority for student
affairs leadership

Programs
with res
life
involved
Mean

Programs
without
res life
staff
involved
Mean

No
programs
Mean

SHOs
unsure of
program
existence
Mean

2.56
2.28

2.67
2.31

2.72
2.81

2.90
2.62

2.18

2.48

2.56

2.86

1.68

1.93

2.06

2.38

1.38

1.40

1.48

2.00

l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree
Institutions with residence life staff involved in an early warning program
disagreed to a greater extent on each of the items (meaning a lower level of barrier) than
respondents from institutions with programs without residence life staff involved,
institutions with no program, and institutions whose senior housing officer was uncertain
of a program's existence on their campus respectively. In two items that measured
student affairs action resulting in a barrier to program implementation, respondents

177
indicated less agreement with the statements (meaning a lower level of barriers) than
those items which indicated academic affairs impeded the implementation of a program.
Of particular interest was the mean scores of each group on item "Academic
affairs does not view student affairs as an equal partner in promoting student success."
The mean scores were highest on this measure for three of the four groups as indicated by
means scores of programs with residence life staff involved (M=2.56), programs without
residence life staff involved (M=2.67), and institutions where the existence of a program
is unknown (M=2.90). This item was second highest for institutions with no program
(M=2.27). Results demonstrate a higher degree of agreement with this barrier statement
than the other barriers indicating this was the barrier most affecting program
implementation at respondent institutions. Magolda (2005) concluded that the most
successful programs were those where academic and student affairs were equal partners
in a collaborative relationship. He added that sometimes student affairs staff enter such
relationships with an assumption of a supporting role rather than equal partner. Building
an understanding between student and academic affairs is a necessary first step to
successful partnerships.
Kuh and Banta (2000) identified three general categories of barriers to successful
partnerships; cultural-historical, bureaucratic-structural, and leadership barriers. The
results support the existence of these types of barriers through higher mean scores across
all respondent groups on items "academic affairs does not view student affairs as equal
partners in promoting student success," "lack or resources," and "lack of understanding
for student affairs involvement in programs." This is especially true in the three response
groups of "institutions with programs but without residence life staff involvement,"
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"institutions with no program," and "institutions who's SHOs were uncertain about the
existence of programs on their campus." Evidence of barriers identified by Kuh and
Banta is further supported in the relatively low scores indicating disagreement with items
"student affairs has not sought to partner with academic affairs," and "collaboration not a
priority for student affairs leadership."
The rank order is nearly identical across all four groups suggesting the barriers
faced in implementing programs were present with or without an active program on the
respondent's campus. However, those programs with residence life staff involvement
were consistently lower indicating fewer issues related to barriers.
Major Differences in Programs Across Various Institutional Characteristics
The fifth major research question in this study sought the differences in such
programs when examined by groups of public and private institutions; small, medium,
and large total undergraduate enrollment; and small, medium, and large housing
occupancies. Those results indicating key differences in program involvement are
reported.
Differences between Public and Private Institutions
Very few respondents were from 2-year public institutions (n=13, 4.8%) and none
of the respondents were from 2-year private institutions. As a result, responses from 2year institutions were not considered in comparisons. Comparisons were between
institutions indicating 4-year public or 4-year private.
The first comparison between public and private institutions was on planning,
training, and implementing programs. Constituents from private schools were more
involved in nearly all aspects of program planning, training, and implementing than
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public institutions. The exceptions were academic advisors and residence life staff from
public institutions who were more involved in training program implementers. Residence
life staff from public institutions were also more involved in implementing programs than
those at private institutions. Significant differences in mean scores indicated personal
counseling center staff at private institutions were significantly more involved in program
planning, training, and implementing than their counterparts at public institutions. Table
87 displays the mean scores of public and private institution constituents involved in the
various aspects of planning, training, and implementing programs.
Table 87
Summary Means of Involvement in Planning, Training, and Implementing Programs at
Public and Private Institutions
Constituent

Mean Scores
Planning
Training
Implementing
Public Private Public Private Public Private
3.04
3.55
2.31
2.71
2.57
3.25

Academic Affairs Administration
including Dean's Office(s)
Academic Advisors
2.91
3.10
2.22
2.29
2.46
1.43
Individual Professors
3.02
2.89
Academic Support
2.53
Services/Tutoring Center
Personal Counseling Center
1.91
2.39*
1.51
2.55
2.75
2.13
Residence Life Staff
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
* Indicates significant difference in means

2.04
1.59
2.64

2.86
2.38
3.00

3.18
2.69
3.06

1.76*
1.82

1.77
2.89

2.36*
2.84

Results show that programs at private institutions (M=2.88) were significantly
more likely than public institutions (M=2.62) to provide midterm academic warnings to
residence life staff early enough for staff to help residents affect their final grade.
Similarly, programs at private institutions (M=2.58) were significantly more likely than
public institutions (M=2.12) to have midterm academic warnings offer adequate
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information to allow residents to target specific academic concerns. Table 88 displays the
summary mean scores for public and private institutions on program timing and details.
Table 88
Summary of Public and Private Institution Mean Scores for Program Timing and Details
Mean Scores

Warning information provided early enough to improve final grade
Warning information offers adequate information for residence life
staff to help resident affect academic issues
l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree
* Indicates significant difference in means

Public Private
Mean Mean
2.62
2.88*
2.12
2.58*

In the comparison of public and private institutions concerning specific strategies
used by residence life staff when providing interventions, results indicate specific
strategies were more likely to occur at public institutions than private. One exception saw
residence life staff at private institutions more likely to contact residents via e-mail
(public M=2.34, private M=2.37) however the difference in these mean scores was not
significant.
Results indicated residence life staff at private institutions were more likely to
assess factors potentially affecting students' academic performance than public
institutions. This was true across all measures except in seeking opinions from residents
concerning program effectiveness (public M=2.28, private M=1.91) however the
difference in these mean scores was not significant.
Results also indicated residence life staff at private institutions were more likely
to report success in program outcomes across all measures than public institutions. This
was true for all measures except public schools indicating more of an enhanced sense
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professional development for residence life staff (public M=2.85, private M=2.73)
however the difference in mean scores was not significant.
Of particular interest were the results of a comparison of mean scores on barriers
between public and private institutions. In all cases, public institutions reported higher
mean scores indicating stronger agreement with each barrier statement. Mean scores for
item "student affairs leadership does not view collaboration with academic affairs as a
priority in providing an early warning program" were significantly different between
public and private institutions indicating public institutions were least likely to view
collaboration as a priority. Private institutions, therefore, reported experiencing fewer
barriers to program implementation than public institutions.
Differences between Small, Medium, and Large Institutional Enrollments
Data was collected which examined the extent to which institutions' early
warning programs were institutionalized. Small institutions reported the greatest extent,
followed by medium institutions with large institutions reporting the least extent of
institutionalization across each of the three measures. Item "involves a strong partnership
between academic and student affairs" scores ranked small institutions highest (M=3.07)
followed by medium (M=2.85), and large institutions (M=2.76). The difference in means
between small and large institutions was statistically significant. Differences in means for
the other items were not statistically significant. Item "is viewed as a formal program
occurring every semester and for all residents" scores ranked small institutions highest
(M=3.14), followed by medium (M=2.77), and large institutions (M=2.27). Similarly,
item "is recognized by faculty as a formal program occurring every semester and for all
residents" scores ranked small institutions highest (M=2.19), followed by medium
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(M=2.14), and large institutions (M=1.82). In all cases, small institution means were
higher than medium and large institutions respectively indicating a higher level of
program institutionalization at smaller institutions.
Table 89 displays summary mean scores of program institutionalization ranked by
institutional enrollment size.
Table 89
Summary Means of Program Institutionalization by Institutional Enrollment Size
Institutionalization measures

Means
Enrollment Size
Small Medium
Large
3.07
2.85
2.76*

Involves a strong partnership between academic and
student affairs
Is viewed as a formal program occurring every
3.14
semester and for all residents
Is recognized by faculty as a formal program, occurring
2.19
every semester and for all residents
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
* Indicates significant difference in means

2.77

2.27

2.14

1.82

Of particular interest were the results of a comparison of barriers between
institutions of small, medium, and large institutional enrollment size. In all cases, small
institutions reported the lowest mean scores indicating the least amount of agreement
with barrier statements. Tukey test results indicated statistically significant differences
between small and large institutions on items "student affairs has not sought to partner
with academic affairs," "student affairs does not view collaboration as important," and
"lack of resources." Statistically significant differences also existed between small and
medium institutions on item "academic affairs practitioners do not view student affairs as
equals." These results indicate small institutions reported fewer barriers to program
implementation than medium or larger institutions respectively.
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Differences between Small, Medium, and Large Institutional Housing Occupancies
The first comparison between small, medium, and large housing occupancies was
on planning, training, and implementing programs. Constituents from small schools were
more involved in nearly all aspects of program planning, training, and implementing than
medium and large institutions respectively. In a comparison of mean scores for program
planning, large institutions were least involved across all measures except on item
"residence life staff where large institutions (M=2.75) were most involved, followed by
small (M-2.69), and medium size institutions (M=2.59) respectively. Statistically
significant differences in means existed between small and large institutions on items
"academic support services," and "personal counseling center" indicating small
institutions were statistically significantly more involved in planning programs.
In a comparison of mean scores for training program implementers, institutions
with small housing occupancies were more involved than medium and large institutions
respectively across all training measures except item "residence life staff where large
institutions (M=:2.29) were most involved followed by small (M=1.95), and medium
institutions (M=1.87) respectively. A significant difference in means existed between
small and large institutions on item "academic support services" indicating small
institutions' academic support services were statistically significantly more involved in
training program implementers than large institutions.
In a comparison of mean scores for program implementation, institutions with
small housing occupancies were more involved than medium and large institutions
respectively across all measures except item "academic affairs administrators including
deans office(s)" where large institutions were most involved (M=2.93), followed by small
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(M=2.87), and medium institutions (M=2.86). Several items demonstrated statistically
significant differences in mean scores between small and large institutions. Among these
were items "individual professors," "academic support services," and " personal
counseling center" indicating these constituents at institutions with small housing
occupancies were significantly more involved in program implementation than at larger
institutions.
Data was collected which examined the extent to which institutions' early
warning programs were institutionalized. Overall, small institutions reported the greatest
extent followed by medium institutions with large institutions reporting the least extent of
institutionalization across each of the three measures. In item "involves a strong
partnership between academic and student affairs" mean scores for small institutions
ranked highest (M=3.07) followed by medium (M=3.00), and large institutions (M=2.69)
respectively. Item "is viewed as a formal program occurring every semester and for all
residents" mean scores ranked small institutions highest (M=3.16), followed by medium
(M=2.92), and large institutions (M=2.19) respectively. This item indicated statistically
significant differences in means between small and large institutions as well as between
medium and large institutions. Similarly, item "is recognized by faculty as a formal
program occurring every semester and for all residents" mean scores ranked small
institutions highest (M=2.32), followed by medium (M=2.00), and large institutions
(M=l .78) respectively with statistically significant differences in means between small
and large institutions. In all cases, small mean scores were higher than medium and large
respectively.
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Table 90 displays summary mean scores of program institutionalization by
housing occupancy size.
Table 90
Summary Means of Program Institutionalization by Housing Occupancy Size
Institutionalization measures

Means
Occupancy Size
Small
Medium Large
3.07
3.00
2.69

Involves a strong partnership between academic and
student affairs
Is viewed as a formal program occurring every semester 3.16
and for all residents
Is recognized by faculty as a formal program, occurring 2.32
every semester and for all residents
l=not at all, 2=limited extent, 3=moderate extent, 4=great extent
* Indicates significant differences in means

2.92

2.19*

2.00

1.78*

Results show that programs at small institutions (M=2.98) were more likely than
medium size (M=2.66) or large size institutions (M=2.56) respectively to have midterm
academic warnings available to residence life staff early enough for those staff to help
residents affect their final grade. Similarly, programs at small institutions (M=2.60) were
more likely than medium (M=2.26) and large institutions (M=2.13) respectively to have
midterm academic warnings offer information adequate enough for residence life staff to
work with residents to target specific academic concerns. None of these results indicated
statistically significant differences in means. Table 91 displays the summary mean scores
for program timing and details across housing occupancy size.
Data revealed the extent to which residence life staff assess factors potentially
affecting students' poor academic performance. Institutions with small housing
occupancies were most likely to assess each of the measures except item "study habits
and knowledge of effective study habits" where medium size institutions (M=2.39) were
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more likely to assess followed by small (M=2.36) and large institutions (M=2.03)
respectively. None of these differences in means were statistically significant.
Table 91
Summary Mean Scores for Program Timing and Details by Housing Occupancy Size
Mean Scores

Warning information provided early enough to improve
final grade
Warning information offers adequate information for
residence life staff to help resident affect academic issues

Occupancy Size
Small Medium
Large
2.98
2.66
2.56
2.60

2.26

2.13

l=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 4=strongly agree
The research examined the differences between institutions with small, medium,
and large housing occupancies across program barriers. In all items, small institutions
reported the lowest mean scores while large and medium institutions alternated on the
highest mean scores. None of the differences in means were statistically significant.
These results demonstrate institutions with small housing occupancies reported the least
amount of agreement with each of the barriers statements. Data illustrates institutions
with small housing occupancies faced fewer barriers to implementing programs than
institutions with medium or large housing occupancies.
Consistent reporting of barriers to program implementation occurred regardless of
the presence of active programs on respondents' campuses. Institutions with programs
that involved residence life staff experienced the fewest barriers to program
implementations followed by institutions with programs but not involving residence life
staff, institutions without programs and institutions where the existence of programs was
unknown by the SHO respectively. Private institutions reported fewer barriers to program
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implementation than public institutions, as did institutions with smaller undergraduate
enrollments and institutions with smaller housing occupancies.
Description of Programs
A description of a typical midterm academic intervention program can be
extracted from survey data. Intervention programs exist on about two-thirds of the
institutions responding to the survey. Of those institutions, about two-thirds of campuses
have residence life staff involved in the implementation of the program. Program
planning, training and implementing occurs mainly with academic affairs administrators,
academic advisors, and academic support services, with staff from personal counseling
centers and individual professors involved to a much lesser degree. Residence life staff
are heavily involved in the planning and implementing of programs.
Over half of residence life staffs receive academic performance information for
their residents via grade reports or copies of deficiency notices. Most residence life staff
exercise intrusive means for making contact with residents including conducting face to
face meetings and following up with residents after the initial contact. Midterm academic
warning information is received by most residence life staffs early enough in the semester
to help residents affect changes in their final grade, however, information usually does
not contain enough detail to help residents target the specific causes of poor academic
performance. Most residence life staff typically focus more on outside-the-classroom
influences for poor academic performance such as roommate or personal issues more
than inside-the-classroom influences such as study habits or potential learning
disabilities.
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Programs typically demonstrate a strong partnership between academic and
student affairs and are considered an important job responsibility by residence life staff.
Most programs are viewed as formal programs by other campus constituents. Half of the
programs assess program effectiveness typically by comparing midterm to final grades as
well as seeking the opinions of faculty, staff and students involved in the programs.
Outcomes on most campuses participating in such programs include a greater
sense of collaboration between student and academic affairs, where involvement in such
programs may actually strengthen the relationships. Residence life staff on most
campuses also experience better relationships with their residents and the campus
develops a better understanding of the role of residence life staff involvement in the
holistic development of students.
Directions for Future Research
Ideas for future research involve both the duplication and enhancement of this
study for further program exploration. The populations identified in this research should
be studied individually and in more depth to fully understand the unique similarities and
differences between constituent groups. Methodologies such as phenomenology or
interview style should be used when studying specific institution types to allow for
deeper exploration of program aspects not identified in this survey. Such exploration
would also allow for broader understanding of the effects of institution size and type for
the eventual development of a model for early warning midterm academic intervention
programs. More research and documentation is needed to expand on the knowledge base
of such programs. Anecdotal evidence suggests early warning programs that involve
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residence life staff have existed for decades, yet no formal study of the specific inclusion
of residence life staff in such programs had existed prior to this study.
Magolda (2005) asserted that most academic and student affairs partnerships are
treated as managerial undertakings where there is an underlying assumption such
undertakings are worthwhile. Further formal study would provide legitimacy of these
results potentially leading to strengthening the belief that student affairs practitioners are
equal partners in the holistic development of students and that such programs should
exist.
Future research should delve deeper into the barriers to implementation identified
for institutions with programs as well as for institutions without programs. Of particular
interest would be institutions that once had programs but no longer have those programs
in place. Deeper examination of the barriers across various groups would allow a fuller
understanding for potentially overcoming such barriers allowing for growth of such
programs. A deeper study of key differences should occur between institutions with
residence life staff involvement in programs and those institutions with programs but
without residence life staff involvement to learn of possible opportunities for developing
and enhancing collaborative relationships at both such institutions.
Future research should also expand the examination of successes program are
experiencing to better understand what is most effective in order to promote continuous
improvement of programs. This research should examine the relationships between
various groups involved in programs and the perceived successes of their programs.
Significant differences were identified between different institution types where a deeper
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exploration would promote a better understanding of successes and barriers that may be
specific to institution type.
Finally, future research should examine the effectiveness of programs in terms of
student academic success. Measures of retention, comparison of specific course midterm
and final grades, and comparison of overall midterm and semester grade point averages
should be compared across subject and control groups to determine the extent to which
intervention programs are an effective means of helping students improve and succeed.
Such study by institution type should reveal further unique characteristics and better
understanding of programs based on differences between public and private institutions,
institution size and housing occupancies.
Program models should be developed to aid in the establishment of programs,
foster benchmarking for program effectiveness, and enable overall program development.
Research demonstrates retention and persistence are influenced more by institutional
behavior than student characteristics (Tinto, 1987). Future research should build upon
these early warning academic intervention program descriptions to explore program
effectiveness in terms of helping students succeed academically, persist in college, and
ultimately graduation.
Recommendations for Practitioners
The literature review of this study revealed no previous literature and study of
early warning academic intervention programs, especially programs involving residence
life staff. Yet, this study found that at least 119 programs involving residence life staff
exist on campuses across the United States. Although I know that student affairs
practitioners and those in housing are notoriously poor at writing for publication, the
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prevalence of programs on respondent campuses was still surprising considering the lack
of literature on this subject. It is important for institutions with programs to publish
descriptions, successes, and challenges experienced in their programs. The development
of such literature on this subject could further identify and describe programs, promote a
better understanding of such programs, and encourage further scientific study of such
programs. Future study should include assessment of student success as a result of
participation in such programs to develop a better understanding of which aspects of
programs best promote student success.
An examination of various constituents' participation in such programs revealed
participation in both planning and implementation of programs; however, participation in
training program implementers was less frequent. Several constituent groups were not
involved in training at all on more than half of the campuses surveyed. These results
identify a need for more frequent and broader training for residence life staff involved in
implementing programs.
Results indicate program implementers were more likely to assess non-academic
student concerns than those more academic in nature as possible causes for poor
academic performance. Training program implementers for assessing characteristics of
"inside the classroom" concerns is equally important as understanding and assessing
"outside the classroom" concerns. Indeed, a broad based training for program
implementers, in this case residence life staff, should include assessing as many potential
pitfalls to student success as possible including as many campus constituents as possible.
Data revealed that participants in various aspects of programs included both
academic and student affairs practitioners. Collaboration is a vital characteristic in
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successful programs. Engstrom and Tinto (1997) emphasized the importance of various
constituents' recognition that the responsibility for student learning and success was
shared across the institution. In that light, student affairs professionals must recognize
their role as educators in support of the academic mission (Hyman, 1995; McAuliffe,
Huskey, & Buchanan, 1989).
Conclusions
Residence hall staff are student affairs professionals who spend the predominance
of their professional and personal hours living among students. In doing so, they form
significant relationships whereby they know students better than most other campus
constituents. Utilizing this relationship, residence life professionals are positioned to be
directly impactful in providing early warning intervention programs. These professionals
are more than administrative staff, they are educators for students outside the classroom
and are equal partners with academic affairs in promoting student success. With no
previous formal research on their role within this important undertaking, this systematic
collection of data defines what is happening with such programs and the vital role
residence life staff play.
Early warning academic intervention programs clearly exist on campuses in the
United States and most institutions in this study with programs included residence life
staff to some extent. Additionally, there is a broad range of campus constituents involved
in various aspects of such programs demonstrating successful partnerships are formed to
help students succeed. Data demonstrate overall strength in partnership between student
and academic affairs involved in such programs where participation in programs appears
to actually strengthen a sense of collaboration between student and academic affairs.

Clearly the barriers to successful collaboration can be overcome. The research
demonstrates collaboration across campus is vital for engaging students in the learning
process, engaging students in university life, retention, persistence and academic success.
My research has provided a foundation that has helped to fill the knowledge void
concerning the role of residence life staff in offering early warning academic intervention
programs. These results can serve as a springboard for research to further identify
program characteristics including successes and barriers to program implementation. If
student affairs practitioners are to be considered equal partners in promoting the holistic
development of students, it is our obligation to systematically study our efforts toward
this common goal. It is the responsibility of the student affairs professional to foster a
better mutual understanding between academic and student affairs in an effort to bridge
the gap between the two. It is the responsibility of student affairs professionals to then
create relationships with academic affairs to promote collaboration and collaborative
programs.
My research has shown that collaborative efforts via early academic warning
systems involving residence life staff not only exist, but are prevalent, and are being
utilized as effective partnerships with academic affairs in helping students succeed.
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Western Michigan University, Department of Educational Leadership, Research and
Technology
Principle Investigator: Dr: Louann Bierlein Palmer
Student Investigator: Jon L. Shaffer
Role of Residence Hall Staff in Offering Early Warning Academic Intervention
Early Warning Midterm Academic Intervention National Survey
Dear Senior Housing Officer,
As a fellow Director of Housing with ACUHO-I, I invite you to participate in a national
survey regarding your institution's early warning midterm academic intervention
program. For the purpose of this study, such programs are defined as: any systematic
strategies informing students of poor midterm or mid-semester grades, and working with
such students to determine the cause of poor grades in sufficient time to impact final
grades.
For participants volunteering to take this survey, responses will be confidential and not
connected to individuals or the corresponding institution in the data analysis or result
sections of the study. Since the survey was sent via an embedded URL, your e-mail
address will not be connected with your survey responses. Voluntary personal identifiers
are collected in this study only for the purpose of potential future follow up study. This
information will be removed from the other data you submit within this survey and not
connected in any way in order to maintain the confidentiality of your survey responses.
When you begin the survey, you are consenting to participate in the study. If you do not
consent, you can simply choose not to continue at this time. If you decide after beginning
the survey that you do not wish to continue, you may abort at any time. You also may
choose not to respond to a particular question for any reason.
This study was approved by the Western Michigan University Human Subjects
Institutional Review Board (HSIRB) on April 29, 2009, with such approval valid until
April 29, 2010.
Should you have any questions prior to or during the study, you can contact the primary
investigator Dr. Louann Bierlein Palmer, at Western Michigan University 269-387-3596
or l.bierleinpalmer@wmich.edu or the student investigator Jon Shaffer at 231-591-3745
or shafferj@ferris.edu. You may also contact the Chair, Human Subjects Institutional
Review Board 269-387-8293 or the Vice President for Research 269-387-8298 if
questions or problems arise during the course of the study.
Thank you for participating!
Jon L. Shaffer

212

Appendix B
Early Warning Midterm Academic Intervention National Survey

213
Early Warning Midterm Academic Intervention National Survey
Sample Invitation Email
"The following research survey has been approved by the Commissioned Research
Committee to be sent out to CHO's. This research can provide valuable information to
the Housing Profession and your participation will be greatly appreciated" - Doug
Hallenbeck, Commissioned Research Chair, ACUHO-I.
Dear Senior Housing Officer,
As a fellow Director of Housing with ACUHO-I, I write to invite you to participate in a
national survey regarding your institution's early warning midterm academic intervention
program.
Please click this link to begin:
http://www.zoomerang.com/Survev/?p=WEB2295DYOKB2K
This survey will take about 5 minutes to complete. Your participation is voluntary and all
responses will be kept confidential. Personal identifiers are not associated with survey
responses, thus, two email reminders will be sent. The data collection period will only
remain open until the middle of June, 2009.
Your participation is greatly appreciated.
Jon L. Shaffer
Director of Housing
Ferris State University

Sample Reminder Email 1
"The following research survey has been approved by the Commissioned Research
Committee to be sent out to CHO's. This research can provide valuable information to
the Housing Profession and your participation will be greatly appreciated" - Doug
Hallenbeck, Commissioned Research Chair, ACUHO-I.
Dear Senior Housing Officer,
Recently I wrote to invite you to participate in a national survey regarding your
institution's early warning midterm academic intervention program.
If you have completed the survey, thank you very much for doing so. If you have not yet
completed the survey, please click this link to begin:
http://www.zoomerang.com/Survev/?p=WEB2295DYOKB2K
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This survey will take about 5 minutes to complete. Your participation is voluntary and all
responses will be kept confidential. Personal identifiers are not associated with survey
responses, thus, one more email reminder will be sent. Please participate in the study only
once. The data collection period will only remain open until the middle of June, 2009.
As a fellow Senior Housing Officer with ACUHO-I, your participation is greatly
appreciated.
Jon L. Shaffer
Director of Housing
Ferris State University

Sample Reminder Email 2
"The following research survey has been approved by the Commissioned Research
Committee to be sent out to CHO's. This research can provide valuable information to
the Housing Profession and your participation will be greatly appreciated" - Doug
Hallenbeck, Commissioned Research Chair, ACUHO-I.
Dear Senior Housing Officer,
Recently I wrote to invite you to participate in a national survey regarding your
institution's early warning midterm academic intervention program.
If you have completed the survey, thank you very much for doing so. If you have not yet
completed the survey, please click this link to begin:
http://www.zoomerang.com/Survev/?p=WEB2295DYOKB2K
This survey will take about 5 minutes to complete. Your participation is voluntary and all
responses will be kept confidential. The data collection period will only remain open until
the middle of June, 2009 so this will be the last survey reminder.
As a fellow Senior Housing Officer with ACUHO-I, your participation is greatly
appreciated.
Jon L. Shaffer
Director of Housing
Ferris State University
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Early Warning Midterm Academic Intervention
National Survey
Page 1 - Question 1 - Choice - One Answer

On your campus, do you have any type of early warning midterm academic intervention program
in place?
O Yes [Skip to pg 2]
O No [Skip to pg 4]
O I don't know [Skip to pg 4]
Page 2 - Question 2 - Yes or No

Does your campus' early warning midterm academic intervention program involve Residence Life
staff in any manner?
O Yes [Skip to pg 3]
O No [Skip to pg 4]
Page 3 - Question 3 - Rating Scale - Matrix

Program Planning: To what extent are the following groups involved in planning various aspects
of your institution's early warning midterm academic intervention program?
Not

a) Academic Affairs
Administration, including Dean's
office(s)
b) Academic Advisors
c) Individual Professors
d) Academic Support
Services/Tutoring Center
e) Personal Counseling Center
f) Residence Life Staff

at all

Limited Extent

Moderate Extent

Great Extent

O

O

O

O

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

Page 3 - Question 4 - Open Ended - Comments Box

Please list any others on your campus that may be involved in planning various aspects of your
institution's early warning midterm academic intervention program, and the extent to which they
are involved.
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Page 3 - Question 5 - Rating Scale - Matrix

Program Training: To what extent are the following groups involved in providing training to those
who implement your institution's early warning midterm academic intervention program?

a) Academic Affairs Administration,
including Dean's office(s)
b) Academic Advisors
c) Individual Professors
d) Academic Support
Services/Tutoring Center
e) Personal Counseling Center
f) Residence Life Staff

Not at a l l

Limited Extent

Moderate Extent

Great Extent

r>

O

r>

O

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

Page 3 - Question 6 - Open Ended - Comments Box

Please list any others on your campus that may be involved in providing training to those who
implement your institution's early warning midterm academic intervention program, and the extent
to which they are involved.

Page 3 - Question 7 - Rating Scale - Matrix

Program Implementation: To what extent do the following groups actually implement various
aspects of your institution's early warning midterm academic intervention program?
N o t at a l l

a) Academic Affairs Administration,
including Dean's office(s)
b) Academic Advisors
c) Individual Professors
d) Academic Support
Services/Tutoring Center
e) Personal Counseling Center
f) Residence Life Staff

Limited Extent

Moderate Extent

Great Extent

r%

c%

r%

r\

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

Page 3 - Question 8 - Open Ended - Comments Box

Please list any others on your campus that may be involved in the actual implementation of your
institution's early warning midterm academic intervention program, and how they are involved.
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Page 3 - Question 9 - Rating Scale - Matrix

Program Institutionalization/Partnerships: To what extent do you believe your institution's early
warning midterm academic intervention program:
Not at a l l

Limited Extent

Moderate Extent

Great Extent

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

r>

o

r>

o

~

~

o

o

~

~

o

o

a) Involves a strong partnership
between Academic and Student
Affairs?
b) Is viewed as a formal program,
occurring every semester and for all
residents?
c) Is recognized by faculty as a
legitimate means of Residence Life
staff supporting the academic
interests of students?
d) Is considered by non-Residence
Life staff to be an important job
responsibility of Residence Life
staff?
e) Is considered by Residence Life
staff to be an important job
responsibility of Residence Life
staff?
Page 3 - Question 10 - Rating Scale - Matrix

Information Flow: Please identify how Residence Life staff obtain any academic information
concerning their residents:
Not

a) Residence Life staff receive
midterm grade reports for their
residents.
b) Residence Life staff receive
copies of deficiency notices for their
residents.
c) Residence Life staff are forced to
look up midterm grade
information for their residents.

at

all

Yes for some residents

Yes for all residents

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O
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Page 3 - Question 1 1 - Rating Scale - Matrix

Information Timing and Details: Please note the extent to which the following conditions occur on
your campus.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

A g r e e

Strongly Agree

O

O

O

O

o

o

o

o

a) Midterm academic warnings are
available to Residence Life
staff early enough for them to work
with residents to improve their final
grade.
b) Midterm academic warnings offer
adequate information for Residence
Life staff to work with residents to
affect academic issues (e.g., poor
writing skills, attendance issues,
missed assignments, etc.).
Page 3 - Question 12 - Rating Scale - Matrix

Intervention Strategies: To what extent do Residence Life staff utilize the following with residents
receiving poor or failing midterm grades?
Not

a) Send warning letters or notices to
such residents.
b) Make contact with such residents
via telephone.
c) Make contact with such residents
via e-mail.
d) Conduct group meetings with
such residents.
e) Conduct one-to-one meetings
with such residents.
f) Utilize some prepared materials
(e.g., a conversation guide, referral
guide) to guide their conversations
with residents.
g) Work with residents to create an
action plan to address each
identified area of concern (including
action steps, target dates for
achieving each step, etc.).
h) Follow up with residents some
time after the initial contact to see if
additional support is needed.

at

all

Sometimes

U s u a l l y

A l w a y s

^

~

o

o

r%

a

r%

o

O

O

r%

c%

r%

o

~.

_.

o

o

a

d

Ci

d

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O
O
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Page 3 - Question 13 - Rating Scale - Matrix

Student Concern Assessment: To what extent do Residence Life staff assess these areas of
difficulty for residents receiving a midterm academic warning?
Not at a l l

Sometimes

U s u a l l y

A l w a y s

r\

r\

r\

r\

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

O

O

O

O

a) Study habits and knowledge °f
effective study habits.
b) Potential personal issues.
c) Potential learning disabilities.
d) Potential issues with
roommate(s).
e) Potential financial concerns.
f) Potential family issues or
concerns at home.
g) Concerns regarding choice of
major, commitment to major, future
plans.
Page 3 - Question 14 - Rating Scale - Matrix

Program Assessment: With regards to assessment of the early warning midterm academic
intervention program on your campus, please note the level to which the following are
occurring at your institution.

a) Individual residents'
midterm and end of semester
grade point averages are
compared for differences.
b) Individual residents' course
specific midterm and semester
grades are compared for
differences.
c) Residents' opinions are
sought to assess program
effectiveness.
d) Faculty/Staff opinions are
sought to assess program
effectiveness.

N o t at a l l

Limited Extent

Moderate Extent

Great Extent

I don't know

o

o

o

o

o

r%

r%

r%

n

r%

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

Page 3 - Question 15 - Open Ended - Comments Box

Please describe any other measures being used to assess the effectiveness of your university's
early warning midterm academic intervention program:
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Page 3 - Question 16 - Rating Scale - Matrix

Program Outcomes: To what extent are you experiencing success with your campus' early
warning midterm academic intervention program?
Not at a l l

Limited Extent

Moderate Extent

Great Extent

I don't know

O

o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

a) Resident academic success.
b) Residents demonstrate a
greater emphasis on studying.
c) Enhanced professional
development of Residence Life
staff.
d) Better relationship between
Residence Life staff and
residents.
e) Greater collaboration
between Student Affairs and
Academic Affairs.
f) Greater understanding of
Residence Life staffs' role in
holistic student development.

Page 3 - Question 17 - Open Ended - Comments Box

Please describe any other successes with an early warning midterm academic intervention
program that may have occurred on your campus.

Page 4 - Question 18 - Rating Scale - Matrix

Program Barriers: Certain conditions can create barriers to implementing an early warning
midterm academic intervention program. Please note your level of agreement with the following
conditions occurring on your campus.

a) Student Affairs staff have not
sought to collaborate with
Academic Affairs staff in providing
an early warning program.
b) Student Affairs leadership does
not view collaboration with
Academic Affairs as a priority in
providing an early warning
program.
c) There is a lack of understanding
of the importance of Student Affairs
staff being involved in providing
an early warning program.

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

A g r e e

Strongly Agree

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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d) Academic Affairs practitioners
do not view Student Affairs
practitioners as equal partners in
promoting students' academic
success.
e) There is a lack of resources
available for an early warning
program.

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

O

Page 4 - Question 19 - Open Ended - Comments Box

What other barriers to implementing an early warning midterm academic intervention program
exist on your campus?

Page 4 - Question 20 - Choice - One Answer (Bullets)

Demographic Information: What is your institution type?
O
O
O
O

4-year
4-year
2-year
2-year

public
private
public
private

Page 4 - Question 21 - Open Ended - One Line

What is your institution's approximate total undergraduate enrollment this academic year (please
enter without commas, for ex. 10250).

Page 4 - Question 22 - Open Ended - One Line

What is your institution's approximate total Housing occupancy this academic year (please enter
without commas, for ex. 10250).

Page 4 - Question 23 - Open Ended - Comments Box

Future Research On This Topic: Future follow-up work to this survey may involve qualitative
research to create profiles of Early Warning Midterm Academic Intervention Programs which
practitioners think are working well at their institution. To that end, if you believe you have such a
program that seems to work well, which offers a decent partnership between academic and
student affairs, and for which you would welcome some potential future correspondence
regarding your program, please share your name, institution name, and email address below.
Please be aware that this information will be removed from the other data you submit within this
survey and not connected in any way (in order to maintain the confidentiality of your survey
responses).
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Appendix C
Human Subjects Institutional Review Board Approval Letters

CHIGAN UNIVERSITY
Human Subjects Institutional Review Board

Date: April 29,2009
To:

Louann Bierlein Palmer, Principal Investigator
Jon Shaffer, Student Investigator for dissertation

From: Amy Naugle, P h . D . k ^ j r J ^ f W N W M - - '
Re:

HSIRB Project Number: 09-04-31

This letter will serve as confirmation that your research project titled "Role of Residence
Hall Staff in Offering Early Warning Midterm Academic Intervention" has been
approved under the exempt category of review by the Human Subjects Institutional
Review Board. The conditions and duration of this approval are specified in the Policies
of Western Michigan University. You may now begin to implement the research as
described in the application.
Please note that you may only conduct this research exactly in the form it was approved.
You must seek specific board approval for any changes in this project. You must also
seek reapproval if the project extends beyond the termination date noted below. In
addition if there are any unanticipated adverse reactions or unanticipated events
associated with the conduct of this research, you should immediately suspend the project
and contact the Chair of the HSIRB for consultation.
The Board wishes you success in the pursuit of your research goals.
Approval Termination:

April 29, 2010

Walwood Hall, Kalamazoo, Ml 49008-5456
PHONE: (269) 387-8293 FAX: (269) 387-8276

/ESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY
Office of the Vice President lor Research

Date: May 5, 2009
To:

Louann Bierlein Palmer, Principal Investigator
Jon Shaffer, Student Investigator for dissertation

From: Amy Naugle, Ph.D., Chair_j
Re:

;A_

HSIRB Project Number: 09-04-31

This letter will serve as confirmation that the change to your research project entitled "Role of
Residence Hall Staff in Offering Early Warning Midterm Academic Intervention" requested in
your memo dated 5/4/2009 (addition to recruitment materials as requested by e-mail list
provider) has been approved by the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board.
The conditions and the duration of this approval are specified in the Policies of Western
Michigan University.
Please note that you may only conduct this research exactly in the form it was approved. You
must seek specific board approval for any changes in this project. You must also seek reapproval
if the project extends beyond the termination date noted below. In addition if mere are any
unanticipated adverse reactions or unanticipated events associated with the conduct of this
research, you should immediately suspend the project and contact the Chair of the HSIRB for
consultation.
The Board wishes you success in the pursuit of your research goals.
Approval Termination:

April 29,2010

Walwood Hall, Kalamazoo, Ml 49008-5456
PHONE: (269)387-8298 FAX: (269)387-8264
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Appendix D
Open-ended Questions and Responses

Open-ended responses
*Note: Responses were typed verbatim
Survey Question 4: Please list any others on your campus that may be involved in
planning various aspects of your institution's early warning midterm academic
intervention program, and the extent to which they are involved.
Student Affairs
• Dean of Students
• Disability Services
• Dean of Students
• Director of Student Success, AVP student Development
• Dean of Students - moderate
• Student Life Council; Housing
• Our campus sends out mid term grades (if D or F) for those in 1000 & 2000 level
classes. Res Life meets with those in their buldings. We are working toward a more
integrated approach but are not there yet.
• Retention Management and Registrar's Office
• Vice President for Student Affairs and great extent
• Senior Dean of Students
• Registrar's office
• Enrollment Management spearheads many of our efforts to "catch" students falling
behind.
• Admissions and Office of Orientation
• Office of Retention; Ratio Studiorum Program (1st and 2nd year program)
• The Registrar's Office oversees software that accepts mid-term grades.
Academic Support Services
• Center for Student Success
• Principal, Dean and Senior Tutor of Residential College
• AE1400 Faculty members/instructors
• All planning comes from our office of academic advising. There is minimal
consolation with other offices.
Athletics
• Athletics
• Athletic Director
Groups/others
• We have a students of concern group consisting of staff from academic affairs,
residence life, counseling center, campus safety, disability services, intercultural
programs, the health center, faculty, and campus ministry
• Intercollegiate Athlectics, Multicultural Affairs, Student Affairs
• Public Safety, Admissions - transcript request
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•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Vice president for Student Affairs, Director of Athletics. All members of the team
meet weekly to determine the appropriate Planning necessary
Student Retention Committee - analyzes data about students and withdrawls, then
makes recommendations about how to improve retention.
Our Student Succcess Committee also has representation from our Business Office
(student accounts), financial aid, student health services and multicultural and
international student affairs.
First Year Experience program, Supplemental Instruction, Dean of Students office,
Campus Violence Prevention Committee, Transitional Programs (Enrollment
Management)
Health Services, Deans of Students
Multicultural Center; Student Development Office
Athletic department; Office of Multi Cultural Student Services
Athletics, Public Safety
athletics- moderate, disability support services- moderate
First Year Experience, Orientation

First-year programs
• Chair of the First Year Academic Program; very involved... she supervises first-year
advisors.
• First year & campus programs director, peer mentors
• the First Year Programs Office is very involved
• First Year Experience office - leadership role; great extent
• First Year Center
• 1 st Year experience Coordinator
• The Office of New Student and Sophomore programs provides a staff member for the
steering committee
• office of new student programs
• Student Success Coordinator
Survey Question 6: Please list any others on your campus that may be involved in
providing training to those who implement your institution's early warning
midterm academic intervention program, and the extent to which they are involved.
Student Affairs
• Disability Services
• Director of Student Success, AVP student Development
• Associate Dean of Student Life and Learning
• Student Affairs
• Vice-President and Dean of Students
• RL professional staff, academic support services
• Dean of Students Office
• We make use of the College Student Inventory (CSI) instrument, so there is a daylong training session on interpreting that for students.
• Office of Orientation

•

Dean of Students office

Academic support services
• Associate Dean of Faculty - Faculty Enrollment Committee
• Center for Student Success
• Principal,Dean and Senior Tutor of Residential College
Athletics
• Athletics, Public Safety
Groups/other
• academic affairs, residence life, counseling center, campus safety, disability services,
intercultural programs, the health center, faculty, and campus ministry
• There is no trainng. We've been doing it so long that it has become automatic.
• It is very reactionary. When there is a problem then we respond but no training is
provided.
• Vice president for Student Affairs, Director of Athletics. All members of the team
meet weekly to determine the appropriate training needed
• EOP and C-STEP programs
First-year programs
• Chair of the First Year Academic Program; very involved... she supervises first-year
advisors.
• The first years program office is involved with training of student mentors that reach
out to our first year students.
• First Year Experience office - leadership role; great extent
• office of new student programs
• New Student and Sophomore Programs provides training to a "retention intervention
team" of graduate students.
• Freshmen Seminar/Course Leader
• First year programs, Faculty Liasion for retention
Survey Question 8: Please list any others on your campus that may be involved in
the actual implementation of your institution's early warning midterm academic
intervention program, and the extent to which they are involved.
Student affairs
• Disability Services
• Director of Student Success, AVP student Development
• Associate Dean of Student Life and Learning
• Center for Student Success
• Student Development
• Vice President for Student Affairs and great extent
• Disability Services
• Office of Orientation

•

Dean of Students office, Transitional Programs, Campus Violence PRevention
Committee, Crisis Coordination Team

Academic support services
• Chair of the First Year Academic Program; very involved... she supervises first-year
advisors.
• All other academic support units, perform outreach to students
Athletics
• Athletics
Groups/other
• academic affairs, residence life, counseling center, campus safety, disability services,
intercultural programs, the health center, faculty, and campus ministry
• Campus Life; Athletics
• First Year Programs Office contacts parents of freshmen and work with the student
mentors of the freshmen, the staff also follows up with anyone who is at risk.
• First Year Experience, Orientation
• All that were listed above
• Principal, Dean and Senior Tutor of Residential College
• There are a variety of individuals who, when working with students, actually speak
with them about their grades and progress ~ specifically, our judicial affairs staff
does so.
• Vice president for Student Affairs, Director of Athletics. All members of the team
meet weekly to determine the appropriate action the needs to be taken with each
individual student
• The retention intervention team through the office of new student and sophomore
programs provides intervention with non-residential students.
• coaches, orientation leaders
• athletics- great extent, disabilty support services- great extent
• Athletics staff, Program for academic advancement staff, native american center staff,
el centro staff - as interventionists.
• Follow up with individual students may also take place with staff from student health
services and multicultural and international student affairs.
First-year programs
• First Year Experience - leadership role; great extent
• office of new student programs
• First Year Center
• First Year Experience Program; EOP and C-STEP programs
Survey Question 15: Please describe any other measures being used to assess the
effectiveness of your university's early warning midterm academic intervention
program.
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Retention
• retention rates of FTIACs
• Data comparison of students we saw through our intervention program versus the list
of students who are on academic probation or do not return for Spring semester.
Cross referencing of intervention student data with our crisis database to highlight
larger concerns
• retention numbers, feedback from academic advisors and feedback from faculty
• Completion of an end of the semester report for Non returning students that includes
among other things mid-term, fourth week and student support system issues.
• Progression to the next semester (i.e. Did the student maintain enrollment into the
next term?)
• An annual retention study, which cross-references those who were discussed in our
student success committee meetings.
Still developing
• Our program is working on establishing more specific assessment protocols.
• It's new and still developing
• In our fist semester of a new program, and I am not sure how it will be assessed yet.
• Deployed MAP-Works this academic year for the first time; working out kinks for all
concerned.
• We don't do a very good job yet with our follow-through on this ~ in terms of
evaluating the effectiveness.
• Union CB A limitations make cooperative ventures with faculty very limited
Anecdotal
• The committee itself is reviewing the program.
• Observations by Resident Advisers and domestic staff often provide useful early
warning information
• Comparison of conduct check with early warning alerts - those students identified as
high risk; face to face meeting required.
• Research conducted by Residence Life concerning effectiveness of early warning
program, including focus group discussions with residents.
Grades
• Students sign academic agreements
• Usage and grades are used as part of the assessment of our system.
Survey Question 17: Please describe any other successes with an early warning
midterm academic intervention program that may have occurred on your campus.
Program improvement
• we have had some good success with earlier alerts the first 3 weeks of classes
• By staying involved in our students' lives both inside and outside the classroom,
regardless of what area you work from on campus, you are helping to create a
seamless, positive learning environment for students. For the most part, these
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interactions have helped build credibility for the department with those on campus
that don't necessarily understand the role of residence life in our community, which
has been helpful. Overall, we are excited to be included and involved in helping our
students academically and make referrals to appropriate campus resources as needed.
Retention
• retention rates
Academic performance
• Mainly, our success comes in seeing the numbers of students who return after having
had a rough time, or seeing them coming to our Academic Recognition Ceremonies,
which recognize good achievement academically (3.0+ GPA)
• Study Jam Programsamd increasse in professional advising and less dependence on
student/peer advisors.
Other
• I'm not sure if faculty know or are told what we actually do.
• It's new, have not been through assessment yet
• Again, we are just reaching the end of the first semester of this new program.
• It is currently a voluntary program for faculty so while every semester our number of
faculty who participate has increased, it is still not always an accurate representation
or complete picture of a student.
• We use this inconjunction with any disciplinary concerns as well.
• We actually have an "Early Alert" system with a group who meets weekly to identify
ways to work with students who are not doing well. This is a bit different than the
mid-term early warning system.
• We hope to purchase MapWorks and improve the entire campus response.
• This program is handled by Academic Affairs. Any student with a D or lower meets
with the VPAA and the VPS A to determine a course of action. We are a small private
liberal arts college. We enroll about 230 students. 92% are residential students.
• Our university employs a monthly,cross functional committee approach, which meets
to discuss students struggling academically orpersonally, and tailors interventions for
specific students. We do not receive midterm progress reports; rather, our committee
is an ongoing activity not limited to the midterm part of the year.
Survey Question 19: What other barriers to implementing an early warning
midterm academic intervention program exist on your campus?
Academic affairs does not view student affairs as equal partners
• We actually don't get as much support from academic affairs....
• A certain person in the position who oversees the early warning program is so closedminded regarding the benefit of involving Student Affairs. We have some other
intentional in-roads through other avenues to help some students at significant risk.
• We try to collaborate, but the Residence Life department is so new at our institution
that we are usually an after thought. The college is getting better at utilizing the
Residence Life staff as we create better relations.
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•

Our campus is large and decentralized, the individual schools do notifications to
students if mid-term grades are low, especially first year students. We do have
academic advising in the residence halls - both student peer advisors and professional
advisors from the College of Letters and Science (Liberal Arts) but all the early
warning comes to students from the colleges directly.

Lack of understanding for student affairs staff involvement
• We are struggling with some of the practical implementation areas. Who does this?
etc. We are starting to move in this direction and have a retention team that is
including this in their current process development.
• FYE is in Student Affairs so this is not an academic/student affairs collaboration. It is
a student affairs initiative. It exists in student affairs because the academic side of the
house did not have the desire to take a leadership or partnership role in this endeavor;
hence, that is why it is a volunteer effort by faculty, not mandated.
• finding time for group to meet that works with faculty and staff- that is why
academic advising and faculty run this program with little involvment from res. Life
• There has to be a silo-free partnership between Student Affairs and Academic Affairs
~ and without both sides being completely informed and on board, this is a difficult
partnership.
• This program is seen as being "owned" by the academic side of the university. They
have not asked for assistance or opened up the process for possible assistance from
the Student Development arena.
• Lack of cohesion in getting all parties involved.
• Communication as to what to look for in all classes, co-curricular, hall involvement,
etc. Key contact person who gathers the information is essential as well. Who is
talking to whom about what is involved in a student's life? Many factors
Lack of resources
• we don't necessarily have additional financial resources for our program, but we make
it happen because it is important to our students.
• There are not enough resources available for a more effective early warning program.
• we aren't able to access the software. Otherwise they would love us to be involved!
Also, we don't have a Division of Student Affairs at our school, which is good - one
less layer to push through!
• We do not have a Director of Campus Advising or comparable position in our
academic affairs area, so there is no one with whom to collaborate except individual
advisors.
• Resources
• Time - to plan and devlop a model that can susstain itself. Staff- everyone is already
busy Funds - if a cost exist, who will pay
• staff, money, lack of effective academic advisors.
• Staffing
• Lack of functionality in database
• Desperate resource need everywhere, especially in the area of mental health.
• budget cuts and staff cuts are not allowing for new programs to be added.
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•
•
•
•

size of institution, independence of different academic divisions.
We have been told that Peoplesoft could not handle this, but that is being remedied by
the upgrade. Faculty did not all participate in previous midterm grade reporting.
Program is currently "paper" and pencil so the immediacy of the feedback is a
problem.
At htis point it is resources, budget and staff, that have stalled this program. The early
data from the small proprotion that get to participate is positive.

Collaboration not a priority for student affairs leadership
• VP of Student Affairs is retiring; new VP starts in August.
• Both sectors have not worked out how each speak to the other. No coordinating body
to drive the process for these sectors to work in sine.
• Collegiate units are autonomous so there is no consistency from unit to unit.
• No Commitment or organization. A program will not flurish if all parties aren't on the
same page. Our students should always be our priority.
Lack of academic affairs involvement
• Our Academic Affairs division has not advocated or supported mid-term grading or
progress reports from faculty... even for first-year or at-risk students.
• Faculty buy in.
• not every class provides midterm information.
• Faculty posting grades in timely fashion.
• Faculty view it as more work for them and do not see the advantage of such a system.
Their view is that weak students would not pay attention to a midterm grade anyway.
• Academic Affairs appears unwilling to require faculty to submit mid-term grades.
• Time, application across all colleges, commitment from staff to follow through
• Faculty have been resistant to entering information online other than at the end of the
quarter when required for a final grade.
• A strong academic advisement office; faculty submitting/communicating grades.
• Consistency among faculty as to when to issue an academic warning.
• Academic Affairs has not placed a high priority on early warning intervention
programs.
• Mostly time with our limited personnel and timeliness of grades being reported by the
faculty, which are not required to report, even though highly encouraged.
• The biggest barrier to the early warning midterm academic intervention program is
getting the faculty to actually participate in it and participate in a timely manner
• Fculty buy in and use of the system.
• Faculty participation - not consistent! Cohesive and seamless system difficult to
implement across all students - not just freshman (where it seems easier to focus
time/resources)
• timing, faculty not feeling it valuable use of resources
• Our faculty are part of a bargaining unit, and anything perceived as "additional work
load" would have to be negotiated in their contract.
• Faculty support or lack thereof...
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•

•
•
•
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•
•
•
•

Our Early Warning system is limited to our students in specific programs such as
Inclusion and Diversity. It is entirely voluntary on the part of the faculty. If the
faculty don't want to do it they don't. There is no requirement even on a limited basis.
It would take tremendous buy in from the faculty to make theis work across campus.
Getting the faculty to assist in the process without direction from above.
Bargaining unit contracts
Faculty resist it.
Academic affairs is not interested in doing what is necessary to implement an
intervention program.
incomplete reporting of midterm grades by instructors
Additional support from the faculty memebers would be helpful.
Faculty members willingness to do mid term grade reports for all students. Our
current program is only for freshmen.
Union CBA terminology
The participation on behalf of faculty to report who is not doing well in their courses;
it is not mandatory
Our biggest barrier is getting faculty to 1) have enough assignments, or even one, by
mid-term to provide the feedback. 2) be motivated to submit the information if they
have it.

Access to information
• Understanding who all needs access to grade information and making sure that
information is available, yet secure.
• Student privacy in terms of using residence life staff to be involved in interventions.
• Executive administration not understanding FERPA and not allowing student affairs
staff to discuss grades with students.
• There are some confidentiality issues.
• Access to information
• Certain administrative stakeholders keep a stranglehold on academic information in
the name of FERPA.
• We are on an 8 week/quarter system. Some grades are based on 1 test.
• No such programme currently exists. We have a 12 week semester system and mid
term exams occur at differing intervals throughout the term. Presently there is no way
to capture the academic midterm results.
• The number one concern is the privacy of the students. We might be moving to this in
the future if privacy cncerns can be addressed.
• A misguided sense of ultra-confidentiality prevalent in certain quarters, which
inhibits true sharing of info for valid educational purposes
• People seem to be adverse the the lack of privacy that is perceived.
• Upper administration (VPs) not understanding "FERPA" and thinking that any
student information can not be shared with anyone; despite people educating them
otherwise.
• limited resources include budget as well as personnel, competing priorities, the
caliber of students that is recruited by the university is considered by faculty to not
require an early warning system.

•

Student affairs staff ahving access to students grades.

Other
• decentralized campus
• A specific system that has or will demonstrate success with those for whom it is
intended.
• I think we struggle with not knowing exactly what we ought to be doing!
• I found this section the hardest to accurately answer with the selections available. On
our campus there is a weekly meeting where representatives from Student Affairs,
Wellness/Counseling, Residence Life, Campus Safety, Academic Support, Athletics,
and Multicultural Services are present to discuss any students that have come up "on
the radar" for concern. Part of this weekly meeting is that we get the midterm grade
deficiency reports that are generated after all faculty are required to submit midterm
grades. The system in place is that one of two Associate/Assistant Deans in Academic
Affairs works with the students to discuss what is going on. If they learn of things
that Residence Life or Counseling should assist with, we are informed. I don't think
of it as a lack of respect for Student Affairs that we are not more intimately involved,
it is just where the resources for follow up were placed. Their office has these two
individuals to do follow up and academic advising.
• the size and decentralized make up of Illinois would make this difficult.
• Time
• Our main campus
Program still under development
• We are currently working on an early warning system with Undergraduate
Admissions and Title X for 2009
• All of this is in the process of changing so next year this will be a moot issue.
• we are just now looking at doing this. No real barriers, everyone seems to be on
board.

